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ABSTRACT 
The Context 
Relatively little effort has gone into studying the retail purchase decision 
processes in Indian families. Given that India is one of the world's largest 
consumer markets and is an emerging world economic champion too, this 
market presents a potentially vast untapped source for research and business. 
Who within the Indian family has influence at the various stages of the family 
purchase decision making process? Does this influence vary by stage of the 
decision process or by type of purchase decision? Who within the family 
makes the final purchase decision? Such questions are fundamental to a more 
thorough and complete understanding of family purchase decision making 
within the Indian family. This research attempts to examine questions such as 
these. 
Studies have found that the roles of husband, wife and children are fluid and 
continuously change with time. They are likely to shift, depending on the 
specific product or service, the family role structure orientation, and the 
specific stage in the decision making process. These factors also are mediated 
by changing lifestyles, particularly the changes in family lifestyle options 
associated with women working outside of the home. With these changes 
there is also a continuous change of their involvement in purchasing 
decisions. So the behaviour of husband, wife and children as consumers has to 
be studied regularly to find out the main decision makers within the family. 
The extant research in the context of family decision making has been mainly 
oriented towards studying the purchase involvement of husband-wife dyads. 
Other members of the family — particularly children have largely been 
neglected. Though, husband and wife may play a dominant role in the 
decision making process vis-a-vis products and services yet the kidfluence 
aspect has recently gained importance because of gradual metamorphosis of 
their role in the family. Therefore, to have a meaningful understanding of the 
family decision making pattern in the purchase of different products, the 
children's role needs to be taken into consideration. Present study is an effort 
in this direction. It is hoped that the findings will provide a realistic insight 
into the dynamics at play in the family decision making process in the Indian 
context. 
The Objective 
This study attempts to empirically investigate [a] the relative involvement of 
husband-wife & children in the purchase of specific products (i.e. product 
specific influences) [b] the effect of family type i.e. single earning and dual 
earning families (independent variable) on the relative involvement of 
husband-wife and children during stages in the decision process (i.e. idea 
initiation, information collection and final decision) and the various product 
related sub-decisions (amount to be spent, when to purchase, what brand, 
type, size and colour to purchase and from which dealer) for five consumer 
durables — refrigerator, two-wheeler, music system, four-wheeler and electric 
mixer, [c] to measure the relative role of husband-wife and children during 
the decisions making process with respect to three stages i.e. idea initiation, 
information search and final decision (i.e. stage specific influences), [d] to 
measure the relative role of husband-wife and children during the sub-
decisions regarding purchase viz. amount to be spent, when to purchase, 
brand to purchase, what size, colour and type to purchase. 
The Methodology 
The study is primarily based on the premise that the type of family — 
independent variable — and stages and sub-decisions in the purchase of 
specific products — dependent variable — are independent of each other as 
far as the relative involvement of different family members is concerned. For 
the purpose of achieving the objectives of the study, hypotheses were framed 
on the basis of specific product categories, the stages of the decision process, 
and the sub-decisions involved in the purchase of each product. 
The rationale behind the selection of-the aforementioned products for the 
present study was that these products represent buying situations ranging from 
complex buying decisions (e.g. automobile) to relatively less complex ones 
(e.g. stereo) and also the number and type of role played by the various family 
members is expected to vary in each case. Further, since the products were of 
use to all members of the family their participation in decision making for the 
same was assumed. 
The research instrument consisted of structured questionnaire and the 
respondents were required to indicate their level of involvement with the help 
of three-point rating scale viz. HI (highly involved), MI (moderately 
involved) and NI (not involved). 
Using the structured questionnaire, data was collected from purposive 
convenience sample of middle and upper middle class nuclear families 
consisting of husband, wife and two unmarried dependent children (between 
14 and 19 years in age) — over a three-year period (1997-2000). These 
families were residing in the three major cities — Aligarh, Bareilly and 
Meerut — of Western Uttar Pradesh, India. Only those households that had 
purchased the items under study within the last two years preceding the 
administration of the questionnaire were considered for the present study. 
This was necessary to minimize forgetting effect and also social bias. The 
middle and upper middle class families were chosen as they are largely 
created by the development process and they usually represent a force of 
modernism in the developing societies. Assuming that joint families would 
have very complex purchase decision-processes, they were left out of the 
scope of the present study. 
While administering the questionnaire the parents were instructed not to 
confer or consult one another and the researcher was present so as to respond 
to doubts and queries regarding the questions in the research instrument. The 
researcher made it a point to personally fill up the questionnaire in case of the 
children after explaining to them the contents of the questionnaire and 
eliciting their views. 
Of the 480 families that were initially approached through their wards, finally 
only 184 (38%) families qualified for the study. This resulted in a total of 552 
separate completed questionnaires. Of these 72 were residents of Aligarh, 58 
from Bareilly and 54 belonged to Meerut. It should be very clear at the outset 
that the 184 families (i.e. 38% of 480) who finally qualified for the study are 
not a representative sample of their respective population segments. 
For the purpose of analysis of responses 27 possible combinations of 
responses (i.e. HHH, HHM etc) were collapsed into six categories. 
1. Joint Decision Family (Husband=Wife=Children) 
2. Husband Dominant Family 
3. Wife Dominant Family 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children) 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (Husband/Wife & Children>Spouse) 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children > Parents) 
It should be kept in mind that these categories have been used for the first 
time by any researcher in this area. These categories were necessary as the 
present study takes into account the relative influence of husband, wife and 
two children in the family. 
For the purpose of ascertaining whether there were significant differences in 
the responses in case of single earning and dual earning families for the 
various decision stages and the related sub-decisions for each product, the y^ 
statistic was applied on the involvement level among the two types of families 
to find variations in the decision stages and the sub-decisions for each of the 
product. The hypotheses were tested on the basis of significance of results. In 
quite a number of cases, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Conclusions 
A perceptible shift in the direction of increased wife involvement both 
unilateral and on an equal footing with the husband; involvement of the 
children — both unilateral and in coalition with either parent, both in case of 
stages of decision process as also the sub-decisions was observed. Children 
were found to be particulary active during information collection stage and in 
the evaluation of alternatives vis-a-vis brand. Even in case of male-oriented 
products like four-wheeler and two-wheeler, in quite a few instances, all the 
family members were found to be involved in both types of families 
indicating overshadowing of husband's dominance. The issue of price and 
vendor selection was found to be still in the domain of husband. 
It is interesting to note that even in case of a big-ticket item like automobile, 
instances of equal involvement of husband and wife are on the rise and this 
suggests that the working wife has made inroads into hitherto male bastion. 
Role specialization was found to exist in family purchase decision making in 
the Indian context also but with a minor modification. The findings are 
heavily skewed in favour of husband playing a dominant role in deciding on 
financial allocation of the family resources as also the selection of the vendor 
across nearly all product categories. 
Contrary to the observations of earlier researchers in the context of traditional 
societies considerable involvement of all the family members in the purchase 
decisions was observed. The earlier notion of blanket unilateral husband 
dominance in case of less developed nations was not found to be evident as 
considerable occurrences of joint family involvement across all the product 
categories was observed. 
The findings of the study further indicate prevalence of greater husband-wife 
egalitarianism in dual earning families. The influence and interest exhibited 
by the husband in case of items like refrigerator and electric mixer and the 
involvement of the wife (and also children) in the purchase decision process 
concerning items like two-wheeler and automobile, traditionally considered to 
be the domain of husband, are indicative of the setting in of modem sex role 
norms in the context of Indian middle class. 
The present study in addition to having academic worth has practical 
implications. The results of this study may prove to be useful in designing 
marketing strategies and in this context a number of suggestions have been 
made to the marketers in the area of developing promotion campaigns, 
selecting markets, market segmentation and product design and development. 
As the geographical extent of this study was limited to Western Uttar Pradesh, 
India, and was urban centric too, similar studies in other regions of the 
country would add both breadth and depth to our understanding of the family 
as a decision making unit. 
Most of the studies in the area of family decision making, including the 
present one, are urban centric, where the household members earn the income 
from wage employment. Further, in agricultural households, especially those 
in developing countries like India, incomes fluctuate widely from year to 
year. A study in this direction, investigating the dynamics of household 
consumption decision is therefore called for and can yield interesting results 
for the present day marketer. 
Given the heterogeneous ethnicity found within India, as well as different 
levels of economic development and varying family structures, additional 
replicative and extension efforts will be necessary to "paint" a more complete 
picture of family decision making. 
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PREFACE 
India is one of the world's largest consumer markets and is an emerging 
world economic champion too. This market presents a potentially vast 
untapped source for research and business. Marketers have acknowledged the 
role of family in general and involvement of husband-wife dyad in the 
purchase decision-making process in particular. 
Studies have found that the roles of husband, wife and children are fluid and 
continuously change with time. They are likely to shift, depending on the 
specific product or service, the family role structure orientation, and the 
specific stage in the decision-making process. These factors also are mediated 
by changing lifestyles, particularly the changes in family lifestyle options 
associated with women working outside of the home. With these changes 
there is also a continuous change of their involvement in purchasing 
decisions. So the behaviour of husband, wife and children as consumers has to 
be studied regularly to find out the main decision makers within the family. 
The extant research in the context of family decision-making and that too 
which is US centric, has been mainly oriented towards studying the purchase 
involvement of husband-wife dyads. Other members of the family — 
particularly children have largely been neglected. Though, husband and wife 
may play a dominant role in the decision-making process vis-a-vis products 
and services, yet the kidfluence aspect has recently gained importance because 
of gradual metamorphosis of their role in the family. Therefore, to have a 
meaningful understanding of the family decision-making pattern in the 
purchase of different products, the children's role needs to be taken into 
consideration. Present study is an effort in this direction. It is hoped that the 
findings will provide a realistic insight into the dynamics at play in the family 
decision-making process in the Indian context. 
This thesis is divided into six chapters. Chapter 1 tries to identify the 
dominant players in the family purchase decision process in the light of extant 
literature. 
Chapter 2 is an attempt in the direction of highlighting the problems 
encountered and issues related with family decision research. 
Chapter 3 deals with the methodology and related sub-headings pertaining to 
the hypothesis, research design and instrument administered, the profile of the 
respondents, limitations, and the method of analysis adopted for the presented 
study. 
Chapter 4 deals with analysis and interpretation of data. It is an attempt in the 
direction of unravelling the involvement of various family members and the 
family dynamics at work in the purchase of products under study. 
Chapter 5 presents a summary of results and discussion. The findings are 
presented in the form of sections dealing with stages of decision-making 
process and the sub-decisions relating to the products under study. 
Chapter 6 proposes steps that may prove to be of help to the marketing 
practitioners in developing promotion campaigns, selecting markets, market 
segmentation and product design and development. It also contains a section 
suggesting future research directions. 
At the end. Bibliography and Appendices I & II are given. The bibliography 
is provided for ready reference and it is also hoped that it may be a potential 
source for future researchers in this area. Appendix I is the English version of 
the research instrument while Appendix II is the Hindi version of the same. 
December 30, 2000 Mohammed Naved Khan 
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CHAPTER 1 
FAMILY AND PURCHASE DECISION PROCESS: 
AN OVERVIEW 
1.1 Family as a Decision Making Unit 
For a family to function as a cohesive unit, one or more family members must 
carry out roles or tasks. There are eight distinct roles in the family decision-
making process (Schiffman and Kanuk, 1995) which provide an insight into 
how family members interact in their various consumption related roles: 
1. Influencers: Family member(s) who provide information to other 
members about product or service. 
2. Gatekeepers: Family member(s) who control the flow of 
information about a product or service into the family. 
3. Deciders: Family member(s) with the power to determine 
unilaterally or jointly whether to shop for, purchase, use, consume, 
or dispose of a specific product or service. 
4. Buyers: Family member(s) who make the actual purchase of a 
particular product or service. 
5. Preparers: Family member(s) who transform the product into a 
form suitable for consumption by other family members. 
6. Users: Family member(s) who use or consume a particular product 
or service. 
7. Maintainers: Family member(s) who service or repair the product 
so that it will provide continued satisfaction. 
8. Disposers: Family member(s) who initiate or carry out the disposal 
or discontinuation of a particular product or service. 
Ordinary marketing views the individual as both decision-maker and 
consumer. Family marketing adds three other possibilities: (Boutilier, 1993). 
> Some purchases have more than one decision-maker. 
> Some purchases have more than one consumer. 
> Sometimes the purchaser and the consumer can be different people. 
The family marketing model suggested by Boutilier (1993) contains 9 cells, 
each of which represents a different pattern of purchaser/consumer 
relationships: 
> Purchase decision-maker can be a single individual, a subset of 
individuals in the family, or all the members of the family. 
> Consumers can be one, some, or all family members. 
> The product may be purchased for the buyer to use or for someone 
else. 
> Some decision-makers may consume the product, while others may 
not. 
Understanding the distribution of consumer and decision maker roles within a 
family is crucial to developing a family marketing plan. To develop this 
understanding, it is useful to put purchasers and consumers into three 
categories, based on the number of people who share the role: one, some, and 
all. 
The family decision-maker has the most difficult task when everyone in the 
family is a consumer. She/he must acknowledge, if not satisfy, the diverse 
preferences of all family members. Products that offer interpersonal harmony 
as a benefit are likely to be popular when divergent preferences and tastes can 
embarrass or threaten the decision-maker. 
Market researchers Filiatrault and Ritchie (1980) suggest that seven variables 
are associated with joint decision-making. In their view, families are likely to 
make decisions together when the perceived risk associated with the decision 
is high, when ample time is available for the decision, when the family places 
great importance on the decision, when there are no children in the family, 
and when the family contains two spouses but only one breadwinner. When 
all members of the family are also decision-makers, the family makes it 
consumer choice "as a family". In these cases, family myths and history are 
more likely to influence the process. At the same time the need to find 
compromise products or decision strategies - such as coin tossing and turn 
taking - may be greatest. 
Research on family-member influence in durable goods buying is more 
abundant than that on frequently purchased items. Even a casual observer 
would probably agree that important, one-time purchases are likely to involve 
more than one household member. In contrast to non-durables, purchases of 
durable goods are often preceded by a progression of interrelated decisions 
and activities through time. Husbands, wives, and children have more 
opportunities to become involved at one or more steps in the process. One can 
presume that family members are also more motivated to participate, since the 
purchase of an automobile, for example, often precludes other acquisitions, 
given families' budget constraints (Davis, 1976). 
Since 1970 the interest of consumer researchers increased in examining the 
extent and nature of husband-wife influence in purchase decisions after the 
pioneering work of Davis (1970, 1971, 1974, 1976). Davis' studies provided 
an impetus to the other researchers who too focussed their energies on the 
dynamics of home buying by the families and the roles played by the various 
members. Not surprisingly, they note a high degree of joint decision-making 
in this respect (Blood and Wolfe, 1960; Bernhardt, 1974; Cunningham and 
Green, 1974; Davis and Rigax, 1974; Hempel, 1974; and Munsinger et al. 
1975). Those studies that subdivided the purchase into several interrelated 
decisions found considerable variability in the relative involvement of 
husband and wife. Bernhardt (1974) reports that husbands' influence was 
highest for decisions concerning price range and whether to move, while 
wives' influence was highest in deciding on the number of bedrooms and 
other house features. 
The automobile purchase has been another popular arena in which to study 
marital roles (Starch, 1958; Blood and Wolfe, 1960; Brehl and Callahan 
Research, 1967; Conway / Milliken Research, 1969; Davis, 1970, 1972; Green 
and Cuningham, 1975; and Haley et al. 1975). Some researchers have used 
overall measures of influence on "deciding about buying a new car". Others 
have focused on husband-wife influence regarding specific product attributes 
(e.g., make, model, color, interior, accessories, size, performance, features), 
shopping or use characteristics and budget considerations (e.g., price or when 
to buy). In contrast to the housing purchase, all these studies have found 
husbands' influence to be greater than wives'. 
Though, marketers have acknowledged the role of family in general and 
involvement of husband-wife dyad in the purchase decision-making process in 
particular (Grashof and Dixon, 1980). One of the trickiest problems for 
marketers is trying to figure out who makes purchase decisions for a 
household. The problem being that there is rarely consensus among couples 
themselves. This may be caused, in part, by a difference in understanding 
what influence means (Klein, 1998). The information about who influences 
the purchase decision within a family setup serves as the basic input in 
designing the marketing communication and subsequently in media selection. 
Researchers have categorised household decision-making as husband 
dominated, wife dominated, syncratic (joint decision) and autonomic 
(individualised decisions) (Herbst, 1952; Davis and Rigaux, 1974 and Lavin, 
1985). Husband dominated decisions were more prevalent in the purchase of 
such products as automobiles (Cunningham and Green, 1974). Wife was 
found to exert considerable influence on furniture purchase (Bums, 1981) 
food products (Haley and Overholser, 1975) and small appliances (Bums and 
Divere, 1981). In a number of purchase decisions syncratic pattern was found 
such as buying home (Munsinger et al. 1975) and vacation (Filiatrault and 
Ritchie, 1980). 
Research in this area has indicated that husband/wife influence in purchase 
decision process depends to a great extent on three factors. Firstly, this 
influence is product specific (Converse et al. 1958; Wolff, 1958; Beckman 
and Davidson, 1962, Ferber and Lee, 1974; Wilkes, 1975; Davis, 1976; 
Woodside & Motes, 1979 and Belch et al. 1985); Woodside and Motes, 
(1979). Secondly, within a specific product category the husband-wife 
influence is also the function of stages in purchase decision process (Davis 
and Rigaux, 1974; Park & Lutz, 1982 and Belch et al. 1985). Thirdly, it also 
depends on the specific purchase factors (Bonfield, 1978 and Belch et al. 
1985). 
According to Aronoff and Crano (1975) and Davis (1976) the marital role 
influence was found to vary among families while Cunningham and Green 
(1974) found that relative roles of husband and wife in purchase decisions 
change with the passage of time. Various mediating variables, which may 
have influence on family decision making, have been examined by a number 
of researchers (e.g. Kim and Khoury, 1987; Komarovsky, 1961; Michman, 
1980). For example, Hallenbeck (1966) looked at the relative influence of 
referent power in the marriage and its possible link to decision making. Sheth 
(1974) and Hill (1988) have examined the impact of stage of the family life 
cycle. The role of social networks has been explored by Rogler and Procidano 
(1986). The work of Quails and Jaffe (1992) delved into the role of possible 
conflict between spouses and the resulting impact on family decision-making. 
Several moderating variables such as spousal involvement and empathy have 
been found to be positively associated with syncratic decisions (Bums 1976; 
and Bums and Granbios, 1977). Families with modem sex role nomis have 
been found to exhibit less wife influence and more joint and husband 
influence in those areas which were considered traditionally under the domain 
of wife and conversely there was lessening influence of husband and greater 
joint and wife influence in those areas which were traditionally handled by the 
husband (Schaninger e^  a/. 1982). 
Quails (1987) identified three factors that strongly effect a member's 
influence in the family. The financial resources of the family member, the 
importance of the decision to the family member and the sex role orientation 
of the family member. Another study by Foxman and Bums (1987) has found 
that role overload in the family also effects the relative involvement of 
husband-wife in various purchase decisions. Rosen and Granbios (1983) 
indicated that family role stmcture is a function of sex-role attitudes and 
educational level. Working women were found to make more autonomic 
decisions on various aspects of their family's finances. It has also been found 
that relative influence of husband and wife changed during the decision-
making process (Davis and Rigaux, 1974). Replicafing the same basic 
research design Bonfield (1978) explored changes in husband and wife 
decision-making for twenty products using multi-stage decision-making 
model: problem recognition, search for information and final purchase 
decision. Results showed that for the majority of products the initial decision-
making pattern established in problem recognition stage continued during the 
subsequent two stages. However, for a few products the decision-making 
pattem was found to shift among these three stages. Woodside and Motes 
(1979) have concluded that in case of automobiles husband played dominant 
role in the initial stage of decision process but in the second stage it was more 
of a joint decision. The final purchase decision, however, generally was 
husband dominated. 
Based on a sample of married couples in US, Putman and Davidson (1987) 
found greater reliance on autonomic decision making for "less risky" 
purchases. This move to autonomic decision making became evident in the 
"search for information" stage. Additionally, and in keeping with previous 
findings, a shift towards joint final decisions was witnessed. Given that the 
final decision stage may be viewed as the culmination of the decision-making 
process, this stage was viewed as being the most important; thus, resulting in 
the earlier stages of the process being viewed as less important (Ford et al. 
1995; LaTour et al. 1992). 
Only recently has research begun to examine more in-depth cross-cultural 
aspects of family (i.e. husband-wife) purchase decision making (Cunningham 
and Green, 1974; Callan and Gallois, 1985; Green et al. 1983; and Ford et al. 
1995). At the forefront among these efforts is the work of Sullivan and 
O'Connor (1988). The typology of international societal sex role development 
refined by Sullivan and O'Connor (1988) utilizes societal development as a 
predictor variable on family decision making. This typology ranges from a 
patriarchal (or, to a lesser extent, matriarchal) orientation typical of many 
developing nations (e.g. India) to an orientation more fully characterized by 
egalitarianism or the joint sharing of decision responsibilities typically found 
in more developed nations (e.g. the US). Imperia et al. (1985) in a cross -
cultural study found that Mexican-American families tend to be more 
husband-dominant than Anglo-Saxon families and that Angle-Saxon families 
engage in more syncratic purchase decisions. Husbands in less developed 
nations were found to make more unilateral decisions than their counterparts 
in the developed nations and that significantly more syncratic decisions take 
place in developed nations as compared to less developed nations (Green et al. 
1983). 
1.2 Viewing Family as a "Black Box" 
Economists typically view family as a 'black box' with income flowing in and 
demands for goods flowing out. They assume that all household income is 
pooled, and as a consequence, family expenditure is assumed to depend on 
total family income, rather than on incomes of individual family members. 
According to some studies this view too has its drawbacks. For example, it 
fails to explain the reasons for targetting income assistance on individual 
family members by the policy makers in advanced and developing countries 
alike. Researchers have argued that economists must respond to the evidence 
from a number of studies, which show that income controlled by the husband 
and wife have significant and often substantially different effects on family 
behaviour, when measured by expenditures on different kinds of goods and 
services. The most provocative studies have come from Ghana and Brazil 
(Bethwaite, 1998) where it has been found that children, especially daughters, 
are taller when their mothers control a larger proportion of family resources. 
One way of testing whether it really is true that who holds the purse strings, 
controls how the money is spend, is to look at what happens when income is 
transferred from husbands to wives (or vice versa). Such a "natural 
experiment" occurred in Britain in late 1970s (Bethwaite, 1998). The 
universal child allowance, which had consisted primarily of a reduction in the 
taxes withheld from a father's pay was replaced by a cash benefit to the 
mother. Researchers noted a shift towards relatively greater expenditure on 
women's and children's goods coinciding with the policy changes - strong 
evidence against the notion that household income is the only determinant of 
family expenditure. 
Most of the requirements of the family are pooled in the aggregate of the 
requirements of the family. This applies more forcefully in case of the 
families belonging to the middle and upper middle class. The family decision-
making process is often dynamic and complicated. Davis (1976) suggest that 
it is consensual — i.e., if family members agree on the desired outcome - the 
family will rely on predetermined budget guidelines, make one person 
responsible for the decisions, or engage in problem solving. In a problem 
solving situation, family discussions focus on questions of fact, and a choice 
will be made that reflect equal consent or agreement among the family 
members. Yet family members will often disagree about the desirability of the 
various alternatives. These differences of opinion can result from differences 
in goals and differences in perceptions about the relevant alternatives (Sheth, 
1974). In these situations, decision-making becomes accommodative; rather 
than consensual. 
1.3 The Role of Women and Children in Family Decision Making 
Women are rapidly gaining purchasing power in the household. Given 
women's great strides in the workplace, especially in non-traditional jobs, 
traditional household purchasing patterns are gradually changing. Shifts in 
social values regarding the division of domestic labour have also weakened 
such standard conceptions as "women buy all the household goods" (Kotler, 
1999). Studies have shown that baby boomer husbands and wives are more 
willing to shop jointly for products traditionally thought to be under the 
separate control of one spouse or the other (Lavin, 1993). In fact, in US, 
women now make up 34 percent of luxury car market (Alder, 1996). 
In India too, as the literacy rate is picking up, income level rising, and their 
being gradual but steady transition from an agrarian to an industrial economy, 
from a rural to an urban and from traditional family to democratic family 
setup, the role of women is changing and is further expected to change 
greatly. They are becoming increasingly aware of their rights and are 
marching shoulder to shoulder with men. Thus, their role in purchase 
decision-making and actual buying has also undergone a drastic change. The 
male (breadwinner) is no longer the sole authority in purchase decision-
making (Dobhal, 1999). 
In the history of man, childhood as a distinct stage of life is a relatively recent 
notion. Children as a distinct consumer market are an even more recent 
concept. Many products for adults now have kids' version. These range from 
soaps and shampoos for to consumer durables (e.g. bicycles etc.) to now even 
limited credit cash cards. Adult services have also been adapted for children. 
Certain banks in US, and other developed countries have for long bean 
offering banking and investment services for kids, including investment 
camps. 
Because of a growing awareness of the role children play in family decision-
making, as well as a realization that the influence of children in family 
decision-making appears to have grown significantly over the past two 
decades (Sellers, 1989), increasing attention is being given to children and 
their role in family decision-making (Foxman et al. 1989; and McNeal 1998). 
This trend of increased influence appears to emanate from a number of 
factors, including the greater affluence enjoyed by many households, higher 
consumer socialization of children, and the increasing independence given to 
child due to dual income families. Marketers are increasingly realizing that 
with all their purchases ahead of them and with their ability to pull their 
parents along, children are the brightest stars in the consumer constellation. 
A fundamental problem still confiises researchers in this area, that of defining 
influence wielded by children (Kohli and Zaltman, 1988; and Mangleburg, 
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1990). In particular, the distinction between direct and indirect influence is 
problematic. Direct influence represents an "active role based directly on the 
decision maker's own needs, and indirect influence represents a passive role 
in which the decision maker takes another family member's needs indirectly 
into account" (Rossiter, 1978). Rositter, although not offering a specific 
solution, condemned much of the research related to the role of children's 
influence in family decision-making on the grounds that this distinction has 
not been made. 
Several studies have out rightly avoided examining the influence of children 
in the purchase of major durables. In her study Spiro (1983) says that while 
children may be particularly influential in categories such as food and toys, 
they are not usually influential in the purchase of major durables. 
Emphasising the influence of children family decision-making, Engel et al. 
(1973) state: 
"Many role structure studies probably grossly underestimate the influence of 
children, and research approaches sufficiently comprehensive to account for 
their influence have not appeared in the public literature and therefore need to 
be designed and tested". 
Lackman and Lanasa (1993) note that the influence of children in consumer 
decision-making appear to be growing, possibly due to greater affluence, 
higher consumer socialization of children, and increasing independence of 
children as more mothers work outside the home. Some studies have even 
found evidence of parents encouraging their children to consume as early as 
possible and buy them well-known brand-name products (McNeal, 1987). 
Shannon (1997) found that children are very capable of making choices 
between brands, and that majority of parents are content for this to happen. In 
addition, children with the latest brand name products reflect favourably on 
their parents' financial status. It is also possible that parents enjoy consuming 
1] 
vicariously through their children.! On the other hand, once children enter 
school and are increasingly influenced by their peers, many parents feel 
subject to excessive demands for products such as expensive fashion-clothing 
(Darian, 1998). This issue has been addressed under the label oi child pester 
power, where children who have been targeted with commercial messages 
harass their parents into buying products (Marshall, 1997; and Tylee, 1997). 
In dual earning families there is paucity of time and such time poor families 
may permit or actively encourage their child's increased participation in 
family decision-making. 
With respect to specific attributes, results of previous studies of family 
consumer behaviour suggest that the parent plays an instrumental role, i.e. 
emphasizes functional factors such as determining how much to spend, and 
the child an expressive role emphasizing attributes such as color or style. 
Thus, Foxman et al. (1989) and Szybillo and Sosanie (1977) found that both 
parents and children perceived that children had low influence with respect to 
price, and several researchers found that children are more involved in color, 
style and brand decisions (Belch et al. 1985; Jenkins, 1979; and Nelson, 
1979). 
The available literature underlines several reasons for the growing prominence 
of children as an important market segment: 
1) Children Have Real Spending Power : Their spending is staggering - nearly 
$ 100 billion a year (Zollo, 1995). Asian children generally receive spending 
(or pocket) money by the time they are four, that amount increases as they get 
older. The money children spend on their own wants and needs can come 
from several sources: 
1. Allowances (an unrestricted periodic distribution of money from 
parents) - in India generally referred to as 'Pocket Money'. 
Veblen (1899) saw wives and children playing a decorative and expressive role for families. 
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2. Household chores - the residual amount (if not substantial is neither 
returned by the child who considers it to be his right to keep it and 
also the parents simply look the other way). 
3. Gifts fi"om parents on his achieving something, as a reward for 
proper behaviour or on some festival, birthday, etc. 
4. Gift from others such as grandparents, relatives etc. 
5. Work outside home - perhaps taking a cue from their American 
counterparts, an increasing number of teenagers residing in major 
cities in India are taking up summer jobs such as salesboys in 
supermarkets, showrooms etc. 
When children spent their money in the 1960s, it was mainly on confections. 
Today, only one-third of their money goes to food and beverages of all kinds, 
while the balance is spent on playthings, apparel, movies, pay-for-play games, 
and other items such as toiletries for themselves and gifts for their parents. In 
fact apparel spending was the fastest-growing category for kids during the 
past decades, possibly because children are assuming more responsibility for 
their own necessities (McNeal, 1998). 
3) Children Spend Family Money: The children are assuming greater 
responsibility for household shopping than they did in the past. Estimates 
suggest that children spend in excess of $36 billion of family money (Zollo, 
1995). 
4) Children Influence Household Spending: Young consumers play an 
important part in the market place as they exert enormous influence over the 
allocation of spending power across a growing number of product categories 
(Gregan-Paxton and Roedder John, 1995) including clothing and footwear 
(Hogg et al. 1998). For all age groups, purchase influence far exceeds the 
amount of 'own' money spent (Stipp, 1993). Closer home, in a study of 
Chinese children McNeal et al. (1997) found that they influence the spending 
behaviour of their parents and grand-parents among 25 product categories and 
that they influence around two-thirds of parents' purchases. 
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According to Zollo (1995) they may do this in five famiUar ways: 
First, when they accompany their parents to the store, their 
parents let them add some "gimme" to the shopping cart. Either 
the child convinces the parent to buy something, or the child 
grabs something from the shelf without much protest from the 
Mom or Dad. 
Second, children influence their parents even when they are not 
with them (indirect or passive influence) by encouraging them 
to buy preferred brands. Some retailers have also realised that if 
children have a good shopping experience, they are likely to 
persuade their parents to bring them to that store to buy more 
items and more expensive merchandise (McNeal, 1998). The 
parental awareness of kids' brand preferences has been referred 
to as evokked set by McNeal (1998) to distinguish it from a 
parent's own evoked set of brand preferences. The evokked set 
is how children indirectly influence parental purchases. 
The dollar value of the kidfluence market is more difficult to 
track than spending by children themselves. According to 
McNeal (1998) in 1997 it may have reached a staggering figure 
of $ 188 billion. These increases are not solely to growing 
influence by children. It's also because of a growing number of 
products that interest children. Some of these categories are ones 
children have only recently begun to influence, such as isotonic 
drinks and home computers. 
Third, children influence adult purchases when parents actively 
seek their counsel. In quite a few cases, they know more about 
certain products than their parents do (for example, computers, 
stereos, or the latest brand of designer jeans / clothing). 
Fourth, children influence parent purchasing when they ask for 
gifts. They are rarely shy about letting their parents know what 
they want for a birthday or other special occasion. 
Fifth, in quite a few cases parents encourage children to ask for 
things they want and than gradually teach them the concept of 
exchanging money for goods and services, a process which sets 
the stage for his transformation into a consumer. 
5) Children are Trendsetters: Not only are they trendsetters for one another, 
they are also trendsetters for the population at large. Blue jeans and rock 
music are just two examples of what can happen when teens embrace an idea. 
Though they may not accept it openly, adults too, watch teenagers to spot the 
fashion trends. 
6) Children are Future Spenders: Forward-thinking companies actively market 
adult brands to children hoping this effort will pay off as they enter adulthood. 
Camel cigarettes are an example of a brand that has been accused of 
developing a character, Joe Camel that appeals to youth. 
7) Children are a Growing Market: Most children see shopping as an 
experience rather than an errand, an event rather than a chore. For a child, the 
act of buying can be one of independence or conformity, self-expression or 
socialization. 
8) Children Act as Gatekeepers: In certain cases children influence what the 
family buys by acting as gatekeepers of product information. 
Children are an important influence on parental spending, but too many 
retailers ignore or discourage them. This may be perhaps due to the fact that 
they don't usually show up in customer record and are often the invisible 
factor. In present times, in order to take care of the whine factor so as to boost 
sales and then performance, quite a few retailers and even banks are gaining 
parents' loyalty by childproofing their stores and adding kid-friendly features. 
It is interesting to note that of the various studies related specifically to 
children's influence in family purchase decisions viz. Converse and Crawford 
(1949); Perreauh and Russ (1971); Berey and Pollay (1978); Ward and 
Wackman (1972); Mehrotra and Torges (1976); Szybillo and Sosanie (1977); 
Szybillo et al. (1977); Atkin (1978); Jenkins (1979); Nelson (1979); Belch et 
al. (1980); Roberts et al. (1981); Belch et al. (1985); Darley and Lim (1986) 
and Foxman and Tansuhaj (1988) eight are are based on single-respondent 
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data and thus do not permit a comparison of family members' views on 
decision-related matters. The two studies by Belch et al. (1980) and Belch et 
al. (1985) were the only two that included family triads of fathers, mothers, 
and children as respondents. With the exception of the two Belch studies and 
Foxman and Tansuhaj (1988), most multirespondent studies looked at how a 
father or mother or both parents generally perceived their children's influence 
in family purchase decisions. So in the present study the researcher has made 
an attempt to overcome this drawback of earlier studies by measuring the 
aggregate influence of two children in the family. The present study is 
pioneering in this respect in the Indian context. 
Research on children's influence in family purchase decisions has examined 
many different age groups. Five studies (Mehrotra and Torges,1976; Jenkins, 
1979; Nelson,1979; Roberts et al. 1981; and Dariey and Lim, 1986) examined 
the influence of all children living at home, not focusing on a specific age 
group. Three studies focused on young children and the parental yielding 
aspect of child influence; Berey and Pollay (1978) included children of ages 
eight to 11; Atkin (1978) observed mothers and their three-to-12-years-old 
children; Ward and Wackman (1972) focused on children from ages five to 
12. Two studies surveyed college-aged children (Coverse and Crawfordjl949; 
and Perreault and Russjl971). 
Even banks are learning the hard way that ignoring children can keep 
customers away. This happened in case of HFC Bank — a British Savings-
and-Loan institution. Branches of the bank were not accessible to mothers 
with a baby stroller. So the mother had to abandon the child in the stroller 
parking lot outside the bank door. Those who chose to take the child inside 
had to spend extra time handling the child out of the stroller and tucking them 
back in. While in the bank, they were probably distracted by the child in their 
arms and the fear that their stroller would be stolen (Underbill, 1994). 
Distractions of children playing or sitting outside on a stroller or handling the 
child within the premises diminish effectiveness of in-store promotions for 
products and services. 
Certain retailers who recognise the fact that children influence spending of 
parents, display the products in such a manner that they are within their easy 
reach. Recognising the fact that children will interact with anything displayed 
at their height, Frito Lay, for example, has developed a display rack - "Chip 
City" - to catch the attention of children ages 3 to 8. The display rack which 
houses small bags has a proximity sensor. When people approach, they are 
greeted by the voice of the Cheetos Cartoon Spokesman, Chester Cheetah. 
The parents love the display — Chip City features small inexpensive bags, so 
parents can satisfy their kids with a cheap treat. 
Even in India with the growth in the number nuclear families, dual-earner 
two-parent families, lack of domestic help in urban environs, child safety 
concerns, bringing children along is often a shopper's only option. Children 
may add to or detract a customer interaction, but retailers and service 
providers should never ignore their presence. As long as kids are in stores, 
stores need to think about kids. 
Furthermore, once the kids hit the age of majority^ and supposed 
independence, the researchers till date have tended to ignore them whether, 
they are at home or not. Even in the US context this approach has serious 
drawbacks because there too, the Full-nest Syndrome is all too real. In case of 
US in 1994, 53% of 18 to 24 years olds were living with their parents 
(Crispell, 1996). While in India an average urban family now has 4.60 
members — consisting of parents and their children (Dobhal, 1999). With the 
^ Taken to be 16 years in case of US. The researcher feels that it should not be less than 19 in the 
Indian context (keeping in mind the socio-economic conditions pecuhar to India). 
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majority of the young adults still at home, marketing research needs to 
separate Empty-nests from Full ones. Because of these limitations, past 
researches in the US examining children in the context of family purchase 
decision-making may have yielded an incomplete or inaccurate picture of 
children's place in family purchase influence relationships. 
Gregan-Paxton and Roedder John (1995) argue that the only evidence for 
marketing managers, about how young consumers evaluate and choose 
products, suggests that "decision-making skills emerge throughout childhood, 
with complexity of strategy developing in tandem with age". In their study 
Roedder John and Sujan (1990) demonstrated that younger children rely more 
on perceptual and non-functional attributes (e.g. visual cues such as shape and 
colour of products and packages) in their product categorization, while older 
children tend to utilise underlying, functional attributes (e.g. taste). Often 
research findings suggests that younger children "tend to use fewer 
dimensions to compare and evaluate brands, use simple choice mechanisms 
based on single attributes rather than employing compensatory choice 
strategies, and tend to rely on dominant perceptual features (versus functional 
features) of products in gathering information and making choices" (Gregan-
Paxton and Roedder John, 1995). 
The development of children as young consumer has also to be understood 
within their social context, notably their family milieu and reference groups 
(including "significant others" - such as sporting stars) (Hogg Qt al. 1998). 
Hite and Hite (1994) argued that it is difficult to separate dual influences — of 
parental example and advertising — in encouraging young consumers toward 
repeated choices of leading brands; and thus in affecting the development of 
children's brand preferences and choices. Reflecting on child development 
theory it is suggested that children's consumer behaviour is absorbed at very 
young ages from familial examples. If the parents repeatedly choose a brand 
the child perceives it to be "good" (Hite and Hite, 1994). While Beatty and 
Talpade (1994) suggested "that children have little influence over how much 
to spend, where to make the purchase, and the final decision". 
Young children attempt to influence family decision-making as soon as they 
possess the basic communication skills needed to interact with other family 
members. Older children are likely to participate more directly in family 
consumption activities. In a study of children aged 6 to 14, more than half 
indicated that they influence family purchase decision such as choice of 
vacations, stereo equipment, and home computers (Sherman and Delener, 
1987). 
Parent child relationship as it relates to consumer behaviour, can be viewed as 
an influence verses yield situation. Specifically, children attempt to influence 
their parents to make a purchase {to yield). While observing shoppers in a 
super market, McNeal (1991 & 1992) found that it was quite evident that 
children not only attempt to influence their parents to make purchases of 
special interest to them (breakfast cereal, candy) but also products of remote 
interest (example laundry detergents) for which they see ads on TV. By and 
large it can be safely said that their interaction are positive, mutually 
supportive experiences for both, and parents and children work together 
collaboratively (Rust, 1993). 
Darian (1998) noted that where there was disagreement on product attributes, 
or on whether to buy, the parent was most likely to request, reason with, or 
pursuade the child (81.6 percent of cases). In only 18.4 percent of the cases 
did the parent act in an authoritarian manner. Darian further notes that 
children used requesting, reasoning and persuasion 66 percent of the time. 
However, they were demanding 16.8 percent of the time and used tears, 
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sulking or whining^ 17.2 percent of the time. Overall relationship between 
parent and child was collaborative 64 percent of the time indicatij||g that 
parent-child decision-making is generally consensual (Darian, 1998). Thus, 
the trick for the marketer of today is to get their interaction going in a way that 
is favourable to his product. 
Apart from the influence that they wield, marketers are also attracted to these 
young consumers because they realize that the consumer loyalities established 
at such a young age have the potential to last a very long time. 
College students are another important family subgroup. It is estimated that 
12.5 million college students represent $33 to $60 billion market, with some 
$13 billion of discretionary income (Goeme, 1992). This market consumes a 
wide range of necessities (books, personal clothing) as well as elective 
purchases of goods and services (rock concerts, sports events, banking 
services). There is no reason to doubt that in many cases, college students 
must be exerting influence on the purchase decision of their families. 
Like preteens and teenagers, college students are still in the process of 
establishing many of their brand preferences and shopping habits and this 
makes them fertile targets for marketers. The marketers should keep in mind 
that child's knowledge base increases as he or she grows older and contains 
information from socialisation agents (parents and teachers) as well. 
Carlson and Grossbart (1988) suggest that the influence children have on the 
decision-making of their family will vary across different types of families. 
Specially, they suggest four types of families: 
1. Authoritarian: In the authoritarian family, parents seek a high degree 
of control over their children and expect unquestioned obedience. 
' Whining refers to the use of a distinct tone of voice differing from the usual tone of voice used by 
adolescents and frequently was reported concurrently with both nagging and begging. 
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2. Neglectful: In the neglectful family, parents are distant from their 
children and do not exert much control over them. 
3. Democratic: In the democratic family, parents attempt to foster a 
balance between parents' and children's rights, encouraging self-
expression and valuing autonomy, but expecting mature behavior, with 
deviations subject to discipline. 
4. Permissive: In the permissive family, parents try to remove as many 
restraints from children as possible without endangering them, 
believing that children have adult rights, but few responsibilities. 
Children can be expected to have direct control over a greater percentage of 
family purchases in neglectfiil and permissive families. Furthermore, children 
can be expected to exert influence over a greater percentage of family 
purchases in the democratic and permissive families. Finally, children in 
authoritarian families would be expected to exert the least control or influence 
over family purchases. 
1.4 Gender of Children and Family Purchase Decisions 
Sociological literature on the involvement of fathers and mothers in parenting 
sons and daughters, offers some guidance regarding the effects of gender and 
gender composition on the formation of parent-children coalitions. Fathers 
have more parental involvement with sons, as opposed to daughters (Morgan 
et al. 1988; Powell and Steelman, 1989; and Harris, 1998). Having a son 
draws a father into an active parenting role. Once involved, the norm that 
children should be treated equally means that daughters may receive more 
contact with the father when she has a brother, than the case when she has no 
brother. The crucial variable in studying family differences is not the gender 
of the child, but gender composition of the children (Harris and Morgan, 
1991). The position occupied by the children (i.e. whether the child is the 
eldest or the youngest in the family) can also affect levels of paternal 
participation; children occupying the first and second position benefit from 
less dilution of parental energies because they are part of a smaller family. 
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The same-sex identification process expounded by psychoanalysts may also 
provide some clues to the question of gender related coalitions between 
parents and children. This theory suggests that mothers and daughters will be 
more similar in their orientations than mothers and sons, suggesting that 
parents are more responsive to same-sex children (Baumrind, 1971; Acock 
and Margolin and Patterson, 1975; Bengston, 1978; and NoUer, 1980). In their 
research on the personal relationships of adolescents with their parents, 
Furman and Buhrmester (1992) found that boys perceived their relationship 
with the father as more supportive than the girls did. Beatty and Talpade 
(1994) both predicted and found a higher level of agreement, in the perception 
of influence between mothers and daughters, than between mothers and sons. 
This evidence suggests the formation of an alliance between a parent and child 
of the same sex might play a significant role influencing the outcome of 
family decision-making. Moschis and Mitchell (1986) found that a female 
adolescent, (probably due to the early learning of their sex roles), was more 
likely than a male adolescent to request products, make product-related 
decisions and purchase the products. Atkin (1978) also found that female 
children were slightly more successful than male children in persuading their 
parents to make purchase decisions. 
1.5 Role of Affective Factors in Family Decision Making 
Consumer researchers have used theoretical constructs drawn from several 
disciplines in an attempt to explain the phenomenon of family decision 
behaviour. But consideration needs to be given to major and minor differences 
between the family and other group decisions to provide a more sensitive 
measure and appraisal of family decision behaviour (Park et al. 1991). 
Affection^ for family members is a deep-seated emotion, represented by 
intimate, long-term relationships, which are unique in comparison to other 
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social relationships. In a family structure, the linkage among members can 
generally be characterized by levels of intimacy^ and affection. It would seem 
reasonable that family decisions take into consideration the affectional, highly 
personal aspects which are present in these interactions. Further, the 
functional characteristics of the family differ from those of other groups. It is 
reasonable to assume that an individual behaves differently when he or she 
interacts with family than with other groups of people. For example, a person 
may behave differently in a family setting than when s/he is in a business 
meeting. The relative difference between families and other groups have been 
summarised in Table 1.1(a) 
Table 1.1(a): Relative Differences Between Families and Other Groups 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Family 
Formation by Marriage or Birth 
More permanent relationship 
More interpersonal relations oriented 
More emotional ties 
More intrinsic value seeking 
Group oriented (Cooperative) 
Other Group 
Formation by Job or Task 
More contractual relationship 
More goal oriented 
More rational oriented ties 
More extrinsic value seeking 
Self oriented (Competitive) 
Source: Park et al 1991 
The family is formed by formal marriage, and birth, while other groups are 
established by various methods differing from family. The formation of 
family leads to more permanent relationships, both physically and 
psychologically. For example, children are nurtured and are closely associated 
with their parents, usually for many years. Thus, most people have their 
longest and most intimate contacts with others in the family setting. Strong 
affectional ties (both positive and negative) within the family generally result 
from this long and close relationship (Park et al. 1991). The strong emotional 
ties in return may not be dissolved at the individual's will, unlike relationships 
in other groups. Families are motivated to maintain the intimate emotional 
relationships by protecting the family and by maintaining the harmony of the 
" word used to designate warm positive feelings directed to individuals (Sills, 1968) 
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home, which has intrinsic value. In this family setting, it is reasonable to 
assume that the affective factors (love, affection and intimacy) are important 
in the family decision-making process. 
In general, rational factors and/or utilitarian factors (e.g., cost and benefit 
analysis) are more important in the group decision-making process than for 
the family. In addition, the members in other groups tend to pursue their own 
self-interest or seek extrinsic values (e.g., pay and promotion). This self-
interest and extrinsic value seeking behaviour leads more readily to conflict 
situations, encouraging individual members to exert power over others. While 
self-interest certainly is present in family decisions, the complexity and 
affectional aspects of the family place different parameters on the process. 
This is all the more true in the Indian context where an individual's life 
revolves around his family and the familial ties are stronger and more intense 
than perhaps any other place in the world. 
1.6 Family and its Role in Consumer Socialization 
An important function of the family is that it provides early childhood 
learning about products and product categories provides the opportunity for 
product exposure and sets the consumption norms for family members. 
A number of studies involving children have focused on the consumer 
socialization process, examining how children's purchase decision are 
influenced by parents through consumer learning (e.g. Szybillo et al. 1977; 
Moschis and Churchill 1978; and McNeal 1987). 
The household unit provides basic framework in which consumer 
socialization^ occurs. Adult consumers can also undergo socialization, e.g. 
' sharing which is inmost with others (McAdams, 1988) 
* Consumer socialization is defined as the process by which people acquire skills, knowledge, and 
attitudes relevant to their functioning as consumers in the marketplace (Hawkins et al. 1995). 
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newly weds may look up to parents for advice on certain purchases. 
Intergenerational influence transferred from one generation to another, which 
is all the more pronounced in the Indian context, is also an example of 
socialisation. How children become socialized (learn their own culture with 
respect to consumption) is very important to marketers interested in selling 
products to young people. Consumer socialization deals with the learning of 
both directly relevant purchasing skills (budgeting, shopping) and indirectly 
relevant skills (symbols of quality and prestige). 
Advertising and other marketing activities have a strong influence on 
consumer socialization. However, the family by far remains the primary 
source of consumer socialization through instrumental training, modeling, and 
mediation (Moschis, 1985; Grossbart and Walsh, 1991; and Mascarenhas and 
Higby, 1993). 
Instrumental training occurs when a parent, or sibling, specifically and 
directly attempts to bring about certain responses through reasoning or 
reinforcement. 
Modeling occurs when a child learns appropriate (or inappropriate) 
consumption behaviours by observing others. 
Mediation can be easily seeing in the following example (Hawkins et al. 
1995): 
CHILD: Can I have one of those? See, it can walk! 
PARENT: No. That's just an advertisement. It won't really walk. 
They just make it look like it will so kids will buy them. 
The advertisement illustrated a product attribute and triggered a desire, but the 
parent altered the belief in the attribute and in the believability of advertising 
in general. It should not be assumed that family members mediate all 
commercials or for all product categories, or even for all children. However, 
children often learn about the purchase and use of products during interactions 
with other family members. Thus, the firm wishing to influence children must 
do so in a manner consistent with the values of the rest of the family. 
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Learning, including acquiring consumption-related knowledge, is a lifelong 
process. However, the quantity and nature of learning that take place before 
early adulthood (generally taken to be around 18), as well as its impact on 
subsequent learning, are sufficiently unique to justify focusing on this time 
period. 
According to McNeal and Yeh (1993) a person in the process of becoming a 
consumer passes through the five stages: 
Stage 1: Observing: The first stage in consumer development includes 
children's initial interactions with the marketplace. The children learn that 
there are commercial sources of satisfying objects and make sensory contacts 
with the marketplace. They also construct their first mental images of 
marketplace objects and symbols. By the time they are just 6 months old, 
three in four children have been to a store along with their mothers. Infants are 
bound by their perceptions: they only understand products and stores in terms 
of their sounds, sizes, shapes and colours. By the time they are 12 to 15 
months old, most children can recall some of these representation in their 
mind. This stage is complete when children understand that if they go to the 
marketplace, they will receive good things fi-om it. 
Stage 2: Making Requests: Babies are totally dependent on their parents, so 
they seek from their parents the satisfaction - giving items they discover in 
the marketplace. Through pointing, gesturing, and statements, very young 
children convey to parents when they see something they want. During early 
part of this stage, children make requests only when in the presence of store 
objects because they cannot yet carry brand/product names in their minds. In 
this out-of-sight, out-of-mind stage, in-store displays are the only external 
stimuli that will trigger a child's purchase requests. During the later part of 
this stage, however, children remember objects after they leave the store. They 
begin to make requests for desired objects at home, particularly as television 
advertising becomes a meaningful stimulus. By the time children are 3 years 
old, about two-thirds of them make verbal requests in stores and at home. At 
this point, the child is considered a member of the influence market. 
Stage 3: Making Selections: Choosing something is the first physical act taken 
by an independent consumer, and it occurs as children learn to walk. By the 
age of four and a half, about three-fourths of children select products while 
shopping with their parents. The layout of the store, its displays, and product 
packaging are of paramount importance at this stage. The first products that 
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children select are a broad-ranging group. At this stage most children start 
requesting products by name. 
Stage 4: Making Assisted Purchases: Almost from birth, children regularly 
witness their parents and other shoppers giving money in exchange for goods. 
These scenes give meaning to the money that parents and grandparents give to 
children. Participating in their parents' exchanges contributes to a child's 
understanding that the store owns the goods and money is the medium of 
exchange. With these rudimentary facts in mind, children eventually request, 
select, and pay for a product for the first time as their parents watch. The child 
thus becomes a primary consumer who spends her/his own money on her/his 
own needs and wants. 
Stage 5: Making Independent Purchases: The final step in the development of 
consumer behaviour is performing the solo act without parental assistance. 
Some children make purchases without parents as early as 4 years old but it is 
not until age 8 that children commonly perform on their own. This is the 
longest period of time between stages. 
To summarize, there appears to be reasonably good supportive evidence that 
the family is instrumental in teaching young people basic rational aspects of 
consumption. It influences the development of rational consumption 
orientations related to a hierarchy of consumer decisions delineated by 
previous writers (e.g., Amdt, 1971; and Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979): 
spending/savings, expenditure allocation, and product decisions, including 
some evaluative criteria. Considerably less is known about how parents 
influence children's development of decision patterns regarding variant 
decisions — such as brand and store preferences — as well as motives and 
information processing skills. 
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1.7 Household or Family Life Cycle 
The Family Life Cycle stage is of interest to marketers because it has a major 
bearing on the type of goods that a family is interested in. 
Households change over time at relatively predictable intervals based largely 
on demographic (and thus readily measurable) variables. The household life 
cycle is, therefore, a very valuable tool because its stages provide marketers 
with segments that face similar consumption problems. 
Although, different researchers have expressed various preferences in terms of 
the number of Family Life Cycle^ stages, the traditional Family Life Cycle 
models proposed over the years can be synthesized into just five basic stages 
(Schiffman and Kanuk 1995): 
Stage I : Bachelorhood: Young single adult living apart from 
parents 
Stage II: Honemooners: Young married couple 
Stage III: Parenthood: Married couple with at least one child 
living at home 
Stage IV: Post-parenthood: An older married couple with no children 
at home 
Stage V: Dissolution: One surviving spouse 
The stages of family life cycle represent several different types of consumers 
with different patterns of consumption behaviour. The traditional family life 
cycle is a progression of stages which families pass through, starting with 
bachelorhood, moving on to marriage (and the creation of the basic family 
unit) then to family growth (with the birth of children), to family contraction 
(as grown children leave the household), and ending with the dissolution of 
the basic unit (due to death of one spouse). 
^ In the context of Western culture, the Family Life Cycle is now known as Household Life Cycle. 
The Family Life Cycle concept has been "modernised" (into Household Life Cycle) by 
incorporating nontraditional household such as single parent and never-married single households. 
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Essentially the Household Life Cycle describes the stages in the formation, 
growth, and decline in household unit. Each stage differs in its expenditure 
patterns. Thus, young married couples are heavy buyers of small appliances, 
fiimiture, and linens. With the arrival of children, purchases include insurance, 
washers, medical care, and an assortment of child-oriented products. The 
study by Wilkes (1995) confirmed that transitions in household situations are 
related to meaningful changes in spending behaviour, but that it is often 
difficult to relate these changes to the purchase of specific products. 
The classical family life-cycle classification may not hold true in its entirety in 
the Indian context. Thus, it deserves a closer look. 
The employed bachelors in India may be living independently, but they 
continue to remain integrated in the family consumption system to a greater 
extent than their American counterparts. However, this distinction is 
vanishing in urban families, especially in big cities 
In most of the Indian families, the young married couples before the birth of 
the children usually live with the main family. They are usually required to 
spend an "apprenticeship" period with the more "experienced" parents before 
they are trusted to be able to live independently. Thus, during this period, they 
remain integrated with the original family system of consumption. 
The stages of Empty Nest (older married couple with no children living with 
them) and Solitary Survivors (older people who have lost their spouse and are 
living alone away from their children) is more a Western phenomenon than an 
Indian one. In the Western system the "senior citizen" has been assigned 
virtually no role in the "family" of his grown up and married children. 
Therefore, unless he is the owner of his own property or business, he has to 
survive on social security benefits and live in "homes" run by charitable 
institutions or governments, as a measure of public welfare. In the Indian 
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setting, the retired persons either themselves own and manage properties or 
sometimes with the help of their grown up children. Thus, in a way it is the 
grown up children who may still be "dependent" on their parents. Although, 
with the growth in "urban" outlook, the plight of these retired people is also 
growing, yet they do play somewhat more influencing role, even if indirectly, 
in the management of the affairs of the family. 
According to Hasan (1984) for all practical purposes the Indian families as 
buying units may be divided into following groups: 
1. Couples or Singles with retired parents living with them 
2. Couples only 
3. Couples with children and retired parents living with them 
4. Couples with children only 
5. Couples or Singles without children or parents living with them 
The reason for adopting the above classification can be explained in the 
differing socio-cultural mores and living patterns of Indian families vis-a-vis 
their Western counterparts: 
First group would include comparatively younger families. Newly married 
may have no children in this group and it is more likely that one or either of 
the parents (or for that matter, the parents-in-law) would stay with the couple 
just to let them gain some experience in the art of housekeeping before the 
bride takes over. In this group during the early stages after the birth of the 
child the retired parents help the couple in raising and managing the children. 
Second group represents couples without parents living with them and as such 
all decisions are taken by them. 
Third group, the family consists of members of different age groups. There 
may be couples having adolescent children as well as retired parents all living 
as one family. However, in such families active role of retired parents is likely 
to be less significant; but they have moderating effect on the consumption 
requirements of the whole family. This is particularly so in India where old 
age is still venerated. The role of couple is likely to be less active as their 
function would be delegated to grown up children. 
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Fourth group of family is composed of children and their earning parents-
either of them or both working. The children have most likely entered the 
adolescent stage. The reason why their grand parents are not living with them 
is that they may not be alive or they may be having their own business or 
employment and might be living and managing their livelihood themselves, 
separately. 
Fifth group the family consist of issueless couples or bachelors or spinsters. 
The issueless couples develop identity (uniformity) in taste and views on 
consumption requirements. In such a case the separate influence of man and 
wife may be merged in a single influence of husband and wife, more likely the 
latter. Hence, the couples and singles would be identical in pattern of 
decision-making and purchasing activity. Therefore, it has been considered 
appropriate to classify the two families as a single group. 
1.8 Influence and Conflict in Family Decision Process 
Reference groups provide standards and values that can influence individual 
consumption behaviour. The greatest influence is exerted by primary groups 
(Peter and Olson, 1996). The family is one of the most important, if not the 
most important, primary groups in terms of its role in attitude formation, and 
in structuring and conditioning behavior (Kotler, 1999). Temporally, it is the 
first group to which a person belongs and maintains the longest affiliation 
(Markin, 1969). Consequently, the family is viewed as a dominant transfusive 
agent of values in most cultures (Engel et al. 1993). A child learns by seeking 
information from respected sources (Kollat et al. 1970). Exposure to 
information is the first step to brand awareness. Families are a primary source 
of product and usage information for children. This process is facilitated 
through communication and observed behaviour which are key to the 
transmission of values, behaviours and product information to children 
(Bearden and Etzel, 1982). 
Reference group influence can take several forms. Influence has been 
categorized as informational, value expressive, and utilitarian in several 
studies (Bearden and Etzel, 1982; Bearden et al. 1989). This categorization 
can useflilly be applied to the family. Parents have the opportunity to provide 
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informational influence as children perceive parents as knowledgeable and 
observe parental consumption behavior (Park and Lessig, 1977). A child's 
desire to enhance self-concept through identification with the family referent 
(Kelman, 1961) and to be rewarded for compliance as a member of the family 
(Bumkrant and Cousineau, 1975) provides the opportunity for value 
expressive and utilitarian influence. 
Strodtbeck (1951) attempted to measure the relative power or influence of the 
husband and wife using a procedure called the "revealed difference 
technique". Strodtbeck found that he could predict the ultimate decision by 
weighing the privately predetermined opinion of each participant by the total 
time s/he had spoken during their attempt to resolve the difference. Another 
experimental investigation was conducted by Kenkel (1963) who asked a 
sample of married couples to decide how they would spend a hypothetical 
$300 "gift". Using Bales' interaction process categories, Kenkel found that 
there were significant differences in the amount and type of verbal comments 
made by the husbands and wives. 
In 1966, Hallenbeck suggested that the French and Raven (1959) paradigm of 
influence and power could be used as a conceptual base for influence research 
in the context of family decision-making. They suggested that the use of 
influence is most effective when an influence strategy is chosen that is 
consistent with the basis of social power. 
Although, French and Raven deal with important aspects of influence and 
power, their paradigm is not comprehensive (Patchen, 1974). Other types of 
influence strategies that appear to be equally relevant to family decision-
making have been proposed and studied. For example, Safilios-Rothschild 
(1969) examined some of the more emotion-laden persuation attempts, such 
as crying and pouting, and Davis (1976) considers another, compromise. 
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Blood and Wolfe (1960) suggest several personal characteristics in their 
"resource theory", which assumes that the comparative resources of the 
husband and wife determine the balance of power. These resources consist of 
education, income, competence, personal attractiveness, the performance of 
each partner in the various roles of homemaker, companion, and sex partner, 
and so on. For example, the greater the amount of income that spouse 
contributes to the marriage, the greater his or her decision-making power 
might be. 
Several researchers have suggested that a traditional life style and ideology is 
an important determinant of the spouse's degree of influence in decision-
making. Strodtbeck (1951) found that cultural difference with respect to the 
roles of females are related to differences in decision-making. Kenkel (1963) 
found that the degree of influence in family decision-making is related to 
traditional life style in terms of spouses's roles. Davis (1976) also suggest that 
a traditional role ideology specifies large authority differences between 
husband and wife. In addition, Sheth (1974) has suggested that the greater the 
importance of the specific buying decision, the more likely it is to be made 
jointly by all members of the family. Finally, couples who try to avoid conflict 
will use more subtle strategies, such as reward/referent influence (Blood and 
Wolfe, 1960). 
When making consumer decisions, husbands and wives commonly attempt to 
influence each other to arrive at what they feel to be the best outcome 
(Schiffrnan and Kanuk, 1995). Six influence strategies for resolving husband 
wife consumption related conflicts have been identified (Quails, 1988): 
1. Expert: An attempt by a spouse to use his or her superior 
information about decision alternatives to influence the other 
spouse. 
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2. Legitimacy: An attempt by a spouse to influence the other 
spouse on the basis of position in the household. 
3. Bargaining: An attempt by a spouse to secure influence now that 
will be exchange with the other spouse at some future date. 
4. Reward: An attempt by a spouse to influence the behaviour of 
the other spouse by offering a reward. 
5. Emotional: An attempt by a spouse to use and emotion-laden 
reaction to influence the other spouse's behaviour. 
6. Impression: Any persuasive attempts by one spouse to influence 
the behaviour of the other. 
Individuals may use different combinations of influence strategies 
simultaneously during their attempts to persuade one another (Perreault and 
Miles, 1978). Therefore, focus should be on the spouse's use of an influence 
strategy mix, as oppose to individual influence sttategies/»er se (Spiro, 1983). 
Using an observational method, Vuchinich et al. (1988), assert that more than 
50 per cent of family decisions are resolved through the formation of 
coalitions. Contrary to their findings, Sheth and Cosmos (1975) and Belch et 
al. (1980) have noted the coalition strategy is rare. According to Belch et al. 
(1980) disagreement seemed highest for vacations and automobiles, which 
was probably due to high-involvement of consumers with these products. 
According to Olson and Rabunsky (1972) a possible reason for finding such a 
low level of disagreement among the family members, and the low incidence 
of emotion, coalition and bargaining strategies, could be due to the socially 
desirable response factor. Respondents may be reluctant to report a high level 
of conflict during the family decision-making process, and the use of the 
terms 'persuasion', 'politics' and 'bargaining' because of their negative 
connotations. In fact Belch et al. noted this same problem when considering 
the empirical work of Sheth and Cosmas (1975) who found bargaining and 
politicking (coalition) strategies rarely being mentioned as conflict resolution 
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tactics. Belch et al. admitted this problem due to the social desirability factor 
and pointed to the need for other methods of study. 
Other conflicting results in the literature concern which family members form 
a coalition, and whom they collude against. Scanzoni and Szinovacz (1980) 
found that children tend to be coalition members used by one parent against 
the other, but this is counter to another finding (Vuchinich et al. 1988), which 
suggests that a parent is more likely to side with the other parent than with the 
children. These conflicting results could be due to the different independent 
variables used; Scanzoni and Szinovacz (1980) based their research on 
decision-making for family vacations, while Vuchinich, et al. (1988) observed 
routine family conflicts over dinner. 
Strategies used to influence a decision outcome do tend to vary in response to 
similar variables that affect influence patterns. Spiro (1983) looked at how 
couples accommodated each other when making joint decisions in the 
purchase of major consumer durables, and examined various demographic and 
socio-economic variables, in order to determine their effect on the type of 
influence strategy used. She suggested that couples used a mixture of 
influence strategies depending on the product, situation and family involved. 
The importance of findings due to Spiro, are in that they firstly suggest, 
families can be categorised according to the type of decision-making strategy 
used, and secondly, that the type of decision strategy used may be related in 
some way to the demographic characteristics of the family unit. 
Further, Spiro (1983) found that families from different social classes, with 
different sex-role orientations, and at different stages of the family life cycle, 
use different mixes of influence strategies. If a family can be categorised on 
the basis of the dominant conflict resolution strategy used during the decision-
making process, which Spiro asserts is achievable, it seems reasonable that the 
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relative influence of family members (i.e. the influence structure) will be 
related to the dominant strategy. 
Although serious conflict in family purchase decisions are rare, some form of 
family conflict is highly probable, because forming a joint preference requires 
a combining of individual preferences of family members. Another aspect that 
needs closer look is the role of children in conflict resolution studies. Even 
theorists in family systems (Minuchin, 1985) and developmental psychology 
(Sameroff, 1983) argue that children should be included as part of the unit of 
analysis in such studies 
Sheth (1974) has argued that conflict between family members results from 
the existence of different cognitive structures, which may include different 
purchase motives (goals) and evaluative beliefs (perceptions about 
alternatives). Depending on the cause of conflict, family members attempt to 
resolve it by using different decision strategies. These, according to Sheth 
(1974) can be classified as problem solving, persuation, bargaining and 
politics. Davis (1976) used two models to describe decision strategies, the 
consensual model which encompasses Sheth's idea of problem solving, and 
accomodation which encompasses persuation, bargaining and politics. While 
Spiro (1983) and Quails and Jaffe (1992) have used conceptual models to 
describe conflict resolution strategies used in family decision-making 
processes. There seems to be some consensus among these four authors about 
the strategies used in resolving conflict. Lee and Collins (2001) have 
summarized the different conceptual models developed by various authors 
[Table 1.1(b)] Table 1.1(c) contains a list of the definitions used in judging the 
dominant family decision-making strategies in families. 
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Table 1.1(b): Conceptual models of decision-making strategies and tactics 
Quails and 
Jaffe(1992) 
Strategy 
Compromise 
Competition 
-
Avoidance-
Withdrawal 
Capitulation 
Bargaining 
Concessions 
-
Spiro (1983) 
Strategy 
Expert 
Legitimate 
Reward/ 
referent 
Emotional 
Bargaining 
Impression 
management 
Sheth (1974) 
Strategy 
Problem 
Solving 
-
Politics 
Persuasion 
Bargaining 
-
Tactic 
-
Coercion 
Coalitions 
-
Davis (1976) 
Strategy 
Problem 
Solving 
Role 
Structure 
Persuasion 
Bargaining 
-
Tactic 
Expert 
Better Solution 
Multiple 
Purchase 
Specialist 
Controller 
Shopping 
together 
Coercion 
Coalitions 
Irresponsible 
Critic 
Feminine 
intuition 
Next purchase 
Impulse 
purchase 
Procrastinator 
" 
Lee & Collins 
(2001)* • 
Strategy: 
Experience 
Legitimate 
Coalition 
Emotion 
Bargaining 
-
* Source: Lee, Christina K.C. and Brett A. Collins, "Family Decision Making and Coalition 
Patterns", Accepted for publication in European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 35, 2001, personally 
communicated to the researcher. 
Table 1.1(c): Deflnitions used in judging the dominant family decision-making strategies. 
Family Decision-
Maldng Strategy 
Experience 
Legitimate 
Coalition 
Emotion 
Bargaining 
Expert Influence 
Persuation 
Definitions 
Using experience and knowledge as a source of information that will influence 
the outcome of the decision. 
Emphasising a role stereotype in order to obtain influence. For example, a 
mother may assume or point out that she is the one who deals with the provision 
of food and therefore should dominate this decision. This approach might also 
involve a controller or specialist taking charge in a stereotypical manner. 
Two or more members of the family decision-making unit collude in order to 
obtain a particular outcome (Lee & Collins, 2001). 
Sheth (1974) describes coalitions as a form of politicking. 
A member of the decision-making unit tries to persuade or dominate others by 
using emotive appeals, crying, pouting and other non-verbal techniques in order 
to achieve influence. 
Giving in on this occasion in return for getting their way on some other 
occasion. This strategy does not have to be explicit; a father for instance, could 
write down a child's choice and then note his own without any reference to the 
group (Lee & Collins, 2001). It features in the typologies of all the 
aforementioned studies and implied meaning is more or less the same. 
It suggests influence stemming from experience. 
Davies (1976) describes persuation as coalitions and other coercive tactics 
According to Spiro (1983) persuasion is seen to consist of emotive appeals, 
nagging and other non-verbal techniques employed by family members. 
Source: Compiled by the researcher from different studies. 
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1.9 Role Structure Orientation and Family Decision Making 
Much research on family choice processes focuses on identifying who in the 
family (husband or wife or both) is responsible for making the choice. This 
allocation of choice responsibility has been labeled "role structure," a concept 
borrowed from sociology. According to the sociologist's classification of 
"role structure," there are four types of family structures: 1) "husband 
dominant," 2) "wife dominant," 3) "autonornic," and 4) "syncratic". 
Davis and Rigaux (1974) and others have identified husband-and-wife role 
structures that involve dominance by one spouse or the other. Davis and 
Rigaux (1974), and Green and Cunningham (1975), and others also have 
identified the two choice processes that involve joint participation: (1) The 
"autonomic" involves a single dominant spouse who varies with 
circumstances; husband and wife perform the task equally often; (2) 
"syncratic" choice process involves both husband and wife. Davis (1970); 
Davis and Rigaux (1974), and Filiatrault and Ritchie (1980) and others 
identify a modified type of shared choice processes in which one spouse has 
more influence than the other, and Filiatrault and Ritchie have found some 
influence exerted by the children. 
A family's orientation regarding sex roles is a key factor when it comes to 
consumption decisions. In families with a modem sex-role orientation (i.e. a 
commitment to husband-wife equality), consumption decisions are likely to be 
evenly distributed between the two spouses, and there is less disagreement 
between husband and wife as to the purchase decision. Schaninger et al. 
(1982) found that families with modem sex-role norms showed less wife 
influence and greater joint and husband influence in areas traditionally 
assigned to wives; conversely there was less husband influence and greater 
joint and wife influence in areas traditionally handled by husbands. 
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Role structure and decision-making within the family appear to be related to 
culture and subculture. Imperia et al. (1985) in their cross-cultural study 
reported that husbands in less developed nations made significantly more 
unilateral decisions than husbands in developed nations, and that significantly 
more joint decisions took place in developed nations than in less developed 
nations. Differences have been found to exist even in developed nations. 
Dutch wives were found to make fewer decisions than their American 
counterparts (Green et al. 1983). According to Quails (1982) in more 
contemporary couples, less disagreement among husband and wife was likely 
to occur. 
Another study indicated that family role structure in financial management is 
a function of sex-role attitude and educational levels. It found that women 
who perceive financial needs as a reason for working tend to make autonomic 
decisions on various aspects other family finances ("If, I can make the money 
then I've the right to decide how to spend it") (Rosan and Granbois, 1983). 
The sub-cultural factor of religion, and the related dimension of religious 
orientation, also have been found to be associated with family decision-
making (Guber, 1991). 
Extant research on the role structure concept fails to distinguish between the 
purely structural aspects of a family unit (i.e., role structure or configuration) 
and the functions performed by the various members of the family unit (role 
adoption). In this context the work of Olshavsky and King (1984), is worth 
mentioning. They posit that it is important to distinguish between role 
structure (the interrelationship between roles that is adopted by the family for 
a particular decision process or stage thereof) and role adoption (the adoption 
of particular roles by individual members of the family within the selected 
configuration). They tried to analyse the role structure — that is how members 
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of a family arrange themselves within the decision-making process — and not 
on the specific roles that various individuals within the family adopt within 
any selected structure. 
A number of research findings have indicated that individuals within the 
decision-making unit are unable to determine or recognize which role they 
actually adopted within the particular decision-making process (Davis 1970; 
Granbois and Willett 1970; and Park 1982). Olshavsky and King (1984) argue 
that this confusion regarding role adoption may have two separate causes: 
First, individual members of the household may adopt multiple roles during 
the various stages of a particular decision process and may be unable to 
recognize this multiplicity of roles. Second, individual members of the 
decision-making unit may not understand the types of role interrelationships 
that may be adopted during a decision process and the flexibility of role 
adoption over the stages of the decision process; therefore, members of a 
household may be unable to articulate their various and changing relationships 
with other members of the decision-making unit over the course of a decision 
process. 
In the light of these limitations Olshavsky and King proposed a new taxonomy 
of family role structure based on the distributed processing system used in 
designing computer systems. Distributed processing is a system in which 
networks of computers linked by telecommunications perform information 
processing tasks. Its two basic classes are: (1) homogeneous systems, in which 
similar computers are linked together in order to share processing tasks, and 
(2) heterogeneous systems, in which specialized computers each perform a 
specific function or process different types of information (Martin, 1981). The 
network's design depends on the nature of the task: computers may be 
programmed to perform specific functions independently or to cooperate with 
one another to solve a common set of problems. In cooperative processing, a 
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task may be initiated by one computer and completed by another or 
simultaneously processed by several computers before it is completed. Basic 
alternative configurations described by systems designers are the hierarchical 
form, the ring form, the two star forms, and the parallel form [Fig 1(a)]. While 
these configurations represent the basic forms used in distributed processing 
systems, an almost endless array of hybrid configurations may be formed from 
two or more of the basic forms. 
Hierarchical Form 
The hierarchical form is established by arranging a number of computers in a 
"line" that contains computers with differing levels of processing ability and 
therefore differing ranks (i.e., either more functional capacity or more stored 
information). Each computer has input and output capability, that enables it to 
accept information and output results. Thus, all computers can work on 
problems simultaneously, and nested hierarchies may exist. 
Ring Form 
The ring form consists of several computers in a "circle," which allows any 
computer to communicate (directly or indirectly) with any other computer in 
the ring. Each computer in the ring is designed to process different 
information; generally the software packages are diverse, while the hardware 
is similar. They mainly differ with respect to the type of information they can 
process and thus are accorded peer status. 
Star Form 
There are two types of star configurations. Both employ a central computer 
and several satellite computers, with the central computer acting as a 
coordinating and information storage unit. Output may flow from either the 
central unit or any of the satellite computers. 
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Form B [Fig. 1(a)] allows for communication among the satellites as well as 
between individual satellites and the central computer; only the latter 
communication pattern is available in Form A. 
Parallel Form 
It lacks formal linkages between the computers operating within its 
configuration. The parallel form consists of two or more computers working 
on the same problem simultaneously but independently. Since each computer 
is independently and simultaneously solving the same problem, a built-in 
double check system exists that insures consensus on the problem solution. 
Hybrid Forms 
It should be noted that while only five basic distributed processing 
configurations have been described, an almost endless array of hybrid 
configurations may be formed from two or more of the basic forms. As an 
example, the star form (either version) could be combined with the 
hierarchical form, resulting in a star configuration in which the central 
computer is of higher rank order than the satellite computers. 
The new classification proposed by Olshavsky & King (1984) involves the 
application of these five structural arrangements to the study of household 
decision-making. The only adjustments required are to substitute the 
"individual" in place of the "computer" and to note the important differences 
that exist between computers and human beings. 
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Figure: 1(a): Alternative structures within a multi-individual consumer unit 
PARALLEL 
CI C2 C3 C4 
HIERARCHICAL 
CI C2 C3 C4 
RING 
CI 
C2 
C3 
C4 
STAR 
C2 C3 C2 C3 
CI CI 
C4 C5 C4 C5 
Form A FormB 
Source: Olshavsky & King (1984) 
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Several advantages characterize this new distributed processing concept of 
role structure proposed by Olshavsky and King (1984): 
1. Old role structures can be mapped onto the new configurations defined 
in distributed processing systems. Role structures that involve 
dominance suggest the hierarchical form. In this configuration, the 
dominant spouse may make the entire decision-making process, or the 
non-dominant spouse (lower rank order) may initiate the decision 
process while the spouse of higher rank order takes this partially 
processed information and makes the ultimate choice. 
2. Nested hierarchies may be conceptualized as children dominated by 
one parent, who in turn is dominated by the other parent. 
3. Role structures that involve the autonomic category are also reflected 
in the hierarchical form. As with the dominance category, one spouse 
may make the entire decision-making process, or the non-dominant 
spouse may initiate the decision process while the other spouse takes 
this information and completes the processing task. 
4. The syncratic role structure category recognizes that two or more 
individuals may be involved in the decision process. The precise 
structure adopted is left unspecified, yet several possibilities include 
the hierarchical, the ring, the star (forms A and B), and the parallel. 
5. Any previously published study in the area of family choice processes 
and role structure can readily be incorporated within this framework by 
using one of the basic configurations or some hybrid configuration. 
6. This framework is extremely flexible because several of these 
structures may be collapsed to handle dyads and all may be expanded 
to include more family members. 
7. While role structure involves only a few specific types of intra-family 
relationships (i.e., dominance, autonomic, syncretic), the distributed-
processing concept encompasses the enfire range of configurations 
possible within a family or household. 
8. This taxonomy incorporates both direct and indirect influence of 
children. Further, it accounts for varying types and degrees of influence 
exhibited by virtually any number or age of children. 
44 
1.10 Decline in Parental Influence on Children 
There is very little research, which provides insight into the changes in 
purchasing patterns, which may occur as young adults leave home and 
become independent consumers. The literature on children and teenagers has 
focused primarily on how parents socialize their offspring in buying and 
consumption matters or how children influence parental or family buying 
decisions. Feltham (1998) observed that for a variety of commonly purchased 
household and personal care items, the level of parental influence declines, 
but does not disappear. It also appears that new referents, such as roommates, 
replace some of the influence provided by parents. 
In this context Feltham's (1998) findings can be summarized as follows: 
1. The influence of parental choice of brand on their children's choice 
diminishes with time. 
2. Despite this diminution of influence, the parental choice remains 
important in many product categories and especially those entailing 
"performance risk" with little or no "social risk". 
3. Other influences bear on young people while away from homes 
especially that of close peers such as roommates. 
4. Parental choice is more significant for female students compared to 
male students reflecting the "brand socialization" of girls by their 
mothers. 
Thus, the marketers need to assess how they market to young people during 
their first few years away from the family home. For example Feltham (1998) 
found that during the years at university, the students became more like their 
roommates than like their parents in their choice of brand. 
For consumer goods purchased regularly (such as soap powder and shampoo) 
the value of brand loyalty is considerable yet most consumer goods marketers 
do not design specific programmes targeted at young people leaving home for 
the first time. 
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1.11 The Indian Scenario 
Relatively little effort has gone into studying the retail purchase decision 
processes in Indian families. Given that India is one of the world's largest 
consumer markets and is an emerging world economic champion too, this 
market presents a potentially vast untapped source for research and business. 
Who within the Indian family has influence at the various stages of the family 
purchase decision-making process? Does this influence vary by stage of the 
decision process or by type of purchase decision? Who within the Indian 
family makes the final purchase decision? Such questions are fundamental to 
a more thorough and complete understanding of family purchase decision-
making within the Indian family. The information concerning involvement 
and influence of family members at different stages of the decision-making 
process and the various related sub-decisions in the Indian context is almost 
non-existent. In a way, the present study may be taken as a beginning in the 
Indian context. 
One of the key features of the Indian society is unequal status relationship 
between males and females in the family. The social norms prevalent in India 
have long emphasized seniority among family members and the dominant role 
of the male. Historically, Indian society has long been male dominated, with 
women deferring to men and serving in subordinated positions both in the 
home and in the workplace. Such masculine cultures typically emphasize 
strongly differentiated sex roles (Hofstede, 1980; and Brislin, 1993). The roles 
of women were to be obedient wives and dutiful mothers. The well being and 
happiness of the wife was not considered at the same level of importance and 
was in fact considered secondary to that of other family members. 
For the marketer who wants to seize the future, it is, paradoxically, not the 
individual in India's increasingly individualised society who matters. 
According to Dobhal (1999) it is the NUF — New Upwardly Mobile Urban 
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family — consisting of the bundle of wife/mother, husband/father, and 
son/daughter who matter now and it is this family which is emerging as the 
real microcosm of the marketplace. 
The urban family is gaining the attention of the marketers at a time when 
individual tastes are diverging sharply from one another, and, backed by 
sufficient spending-power, consumer is seeking unique solutions to his needs. 
But despite the fissionary, force, the fiision is stronger. For two reasons: First, 
the consumption may be personal but the choice is not. Every member of the 
family may have his or her own choice it must be ratified by the rest. Two, 
more and more products and services are being purchased for collective use 
and consumption. And that is because the traditional boundaries between the 
roles assigned to the different members of the family are fast disappearing. 
From household chores to managing the family budget from driving the car to 
cooking lunch, few activities are the exclusive preserve of the man or the 
women or the children any more. From collective use to collective purchase is 
the obvious step. 
In the backdrop of rising affluence, these changes assume further significance. 
Based on the NCAER^ (1997-98) report it can be inferred that India has got 
more affluent. The NCAER studies (Shariff, 1999) point out that between 
1992-93 and 1997-98 there has been a definite decrease in the percentage of 
lower income households and an increase in the percentage of households in 
all other income groups. The higher income group has grown more in number 
than the middle and lower, though being smaller in absolute terms [Table 
1.1(d)]. ORG-MARG surveys show that urban households have increased 
their income by 2.3 to 2.7 times between 1990 and 1999 (Bijapurkar, 2000). 
' The National Council of Applied Economic Research (NCAER), New Delhi, India (1997-98) 
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Table 1.1(d): Percentage distribution of households in various income groups 
Income Group 
(Annual Income) 
<=30000 
30001-60000 
60001-90000 
90001-125000 
>125000 
Urban 
1992-93 
38.4 
33.0 
16.1 
7.6 
4.9 
Urban 
1997-98 
21.9 
34.4 
22.1 
11.3 
10.3 
Rural 
1992-93 
65.5 
22.6 
8.3 
2.3 
1.4 
Rural 
1997-98 
50.7 
33.2 
9.9 
3.6 
2.7 
Source: NCAER. 1998 
Interestingly, ORG-MARG IRS Report (1999) shows considerable ownership 
levels in households with annual income below Rs. 50,000 in urban India. Of 
this group, 58 percent have a TV, 10 to 25 percent have a colour TV, 
refrigerator, 2-wheeler, 50 percent a pressure cooker, and 30 percent LPG gas. 
The message is that the income number stands for a label of affluence rather 
than a pure measure of income. Even in rural India, the 2-wheeler penetration 
is quite stunning today, and rural India accounts for at least 25 to 30 percent 
share of purchase of sophisticated durables like mixers, colour TVs and 
refrigerators and 15 percent of all washing machines. In urban India too, the 
ownership of durables has increased quite significantly, at all socio-economic 
classes, [Table 1.1(e)]. Consumer India is at the point where there is a 
multiplicative effect of income growth, aspiration to consume and a changed 
consumption friendly ideology / social discourse — across the income board, 
and especially in urban India. 
Table 1.1(e): Absolute increase in ownership between 1990 & 1999 
i 
Product 
Any TV 
Colour TV 
Any 2-Wheeler 
Refrigerator 
Washing Machine 
Mixer/Grinder 
Presuure Cooker 
Pressure Cooker 
Social Class 
A 
06 
20 
08 
19 
20 
20 
07 
13 
B 
11 
17 
06 
17 
08 
23 
12 
17 
C 
18 
13 
03 
11 
03 
21 
17 
18 
D 
24 
07 
01 
04 
0.6 
14 
19 
11 
E 
23 
03 
0.8 
02 
-
07 
16 
07 
% ALL 
20 
11 
04 
10 
05 
16 
17 
14 
Source: Bijapurkar. 2000 
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CHAPTER 2 
PROBLEM AREAS IN FAMILY DECISION RESEARCH 
2.1 Problems In Measuring Family Member Involvement 
Before family-member involvement can be measured, the relevant universe of 
decisions and decision-related tasks must be determined. Researchers 
(including the present one) typically select decisions on fairly arbitrary 
grounds and ignore the implications of these choices.' 
What decisions should be included in order to measure family roles in a single 
product or expenditure category? What might first seem like an easy task 
becomes exceedingly complicated on execution. Consider, for example, 
grocery shopping. In one family, "going shopping" means walking to the 
store, picking out a "few things that look good for tonight's dinner", and 
returning home. In another family, "going shopping" includes preparing a 
detailed list, buying a week's groceries, returning home, and spending a half 
hour putting things away. Since the meaning of "grocery shopping" differs in 
the two families, so might the meaning of husband-wife involvement in this 
activity (Davis, 1976). It is only possible to interpret answers to such 
questions once it is clear what actual task the respondent is asked to evaluate. 
2.2 Problem in Specifying Stages in Family Decision Making 
Attempts to specify various stages in the decision making process are also 
subject to the same problems. Granbois (1963), as well as Davis and Rigaux 
' As an example, it is interesting to note how frequently the Blood and Wolfe's (1960) measure of 
power has been used by other researchers simply because the study was widely cited. 
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(1974), employed traditional formulations of problem-solving behavior— i.e. 
problem recognition, determination of alternatives via search, and selection 
from among recognized alternatives. Gredal (1966) divided the purchasing 
process into a series of four gradual decisions ranging from the initial 
suggestion to the actual purchase. Specifically, she hypothesized a general 
purchasing or budgeting decision (how much money can be spent on 
individual items and how it is to be distributed among these), a concrete 
purchasing decision (e.g., "Let's buy a new car"), 'a series of selection 
decisions (price, quality, brand store), and finally, a technical purchasing 
action (placing the order and picking up the product). Jaffe and Senft (1966) 
proposed an even more elaborate framework including information seeking 
(via people and media), a pre-purchase stage (initiating, selecting the type and 
brand, and budgeting), a buying stage (shopping and purchasing), and finally, 
a post-purchase stage (using and evaluating). All these formulations suffer 
from the same problem: they begin by assuming that household actually go 
through these stages. The fact that questionnaires are "correctly" filled out 
does not justify these questions (Davis, 1976). 
2.3 Absence of Overall Measure of Family Decision Making Roles 
Studies of household decision making should aim at developing an overall 
measure of decision making roles rather than limiting the focus to a single 
product category. While the objectives of such studies may be somewhat 
different, the problem of specifying relevant decisions is exactly the same. 
Families in different situations face a different set of decisions and tasks. A 
family with four young children (not an uncommon feature in India) may face 
an additional set of decisions not present in a childless or two-child or even a 
three-child family. It is of doubtful validity, then, to compare marital roles 
across families when the universe of actual decisions and tasks is not the same 
or the weights attached to the same decision are different (Davis, 1976). 
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2.4 Problem of Reliability 
One problem constantly faced by the researchers in this area relates to the 
reliability and validity of the data collected. Earlier researchers have found 
substantial disagreement between spouses as to their relative influence in 
purchase decisions (Woodside and Motes, 1979; and Spiro, 1983). Bums 
(1977) reported that in certain cases husband was found to inflate his 
influence/involvement and/or authority in household purchase decisions and 
in certain cases wife was found to do the same or underestimate her influence. 
Bums and Hopper (1986) and Moore-Shay and Wilkie (1988) have found that 
significant disagreement existed in the reported relative influence of the 
spouses and this disagreement ranged between 10 to 50 percent of couples. 
Though a number of researchers (Gupta et al. 1982; Buss and Schaninger, 
1983; and Seymour and Lessne 1984) have proposed several ways to increase 
the reliability and validity still this question is not completely resolved. 
2.5 Over Emphasis on Husband Wife Dyads 
Until recently research on families has concentrated on husband-wife dyads. 
Many studies only interview one partner, usually the wife and her responses 
are taken to represent that of the family's (Davis, 1971). Children and their 
influence on family decision making have largely been ignored. While some 
recent studies have included children, these have been predominantly been 
studies of triads composed of a father, a mother and one adolescent child 
(Foxman et al. 1989; and Kim and Lee, 1997). 
Researchers have probably been guided by intuition in specifying the husband 
and wife as the relevant decision making unit for durable goods buying. 
Measures of influence become exceedingly complicated if more than two 
people are involved. Perhaps this may be one of the reasons why majority of 
previous studies took into account at most the relative involvement of two 
family members — generally husband and wife, altogether ignoring the role 
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played by children. It is also likely that the desire for comparability of 
research has tended to focus attention on the husband-wife dyad only. 
Studies of family decision making have in reality been studies of husband-
wife decision making. Little is known about household roles (including 
children) in information gathering and storage, product use, and post decision 
evaluation or about family-member roles across product domains. Hill and 
Klein (1973) have suggested that "scanty attention has been paid even to the 
descriptive questions of how and to what extent feed-back of information 
from past experience influences family decisions who evaluates the family 
experience, who 'stores' the information for ftiture use, and who draw on this 
information storage when the need arises". 
Whatever the reasons, serious problems do exist. The relevant decision 
making unit is specified a priori by the research design rather than by the 
household. Parents, as well as friends and relatives, can also participate in 
"family" decisions. It is also possible that the relevant decision making unit 
varies throughout the decision making process. 
The solution to this problem is not an easy one. Davis (1972) used 
information about who talked to whom regarding specific automobile 
purchase decisions as a method of verifying if the husband and wife were, in 
fact, the relevant decision making unit. The results showed differences by 
families and decisions. Husbands discussed what make of car to buy with 
other people as often as they discussed it with their wives. Perhaps families 
and/or decisions should be grouped into common decision units before the 
part played by each member is assessed (Davis, 1976). 
Further complicating this issue is the fact that different measures of influence 
often point toward a different decision unit as being relevant. Turk and Bell 
(1972) found that children had power — sometimes substantial — when 
observational measures were used, but they had no power when the same 
couples were asked to provide self-reports of decision making power. 
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2.6 Relative Influence versus Total Influence 
The great majority of studies make use of a scale that measures the relative 
influence of husband versus wife. This approach has the advantage of being 
widely used and thus permitting comparisons across studies. Bernhardt (1974) 
argued that such scales assume an equal amount of influence associated with 
each decision, which is then partitioned between husband and wife. In reality, 
a wife may feel that she exerted substantial influence in some decisions and 
little influence in others quite independent of the part played by her husband. 
Bernhardt proposed an alternative approach whereby each spouse first 
assesses how much influence he/she had and then how much the spouse had 
in various decisions. The result is a measure of both total and relative 
influence. 
2.7 Varying Response Formats used in Family Decision Making 
Researchers have utilized various response formats in order to measure 
purchase influence. Undoubtedly, the most common measure is a 5-point 
Likert scale ranging from "husband decided" to "wife decided". Some 
researchers have used a 3-point scale, which has the effect of increasing the 
expected level of agreement between husbands and wives as well as possibly 
altering the proportion of families that fall into the "jointly decided" category. 
Other studies further divide "equal-influence" responses into syncratic (i.e., 
always decide together) and autonomic (i.e., sometimes one spouse, 
sometimes the other) in order to obtain a more sensitive measure of the 
amount of role specialization. Influence has also been measured by asking 
each spouse to divide 10 point so as to show "share of husband and wife 
influence" (Haley et al. 1975). More attention should be given to whether 
these differing response formats yield comparable results. 
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2.8 Number of Respondents per Family 
Two conclusions on how many family members to question can be supported 
from the Hterature. If the purpose of a study is hmited to describing the 
relative influence of husband and wife in various decisions, it is sufficient to 
question only one spouse. Considerable evidence shows that the responses of 
husbands and wives are very similar when compared on an aggregate basis 
(Davis, 1970 & 1976). If, on the other hand, the researcher wants to use a 
measure of influence in subsequent analyses (particularly prediction studies) 
data should be collected from both spouses. 
A related issue is whether children, particularly adolescents and teenagers, 
can be used as reporters. An early study by Converse and Crawford (1949) 
used college students to assess family-member involvement in 19 expenditure 
categories. Although this study provided no estimate of reliability or validity, 
Marshall (1963) reported very low inter-correlations when children and 
parents' reports about the child's use of money were compared. 
2.9 Self-reported Versus Communication Measures 
A lively controversy surrounds the issue whether influence should be 
measured by self-reports or interaction analysis. Research has shown that 
when comparing husbands' and wifes' responses, global reports about "who 
is the boss" or "who makes major decisions" are less valid than product-
specific reports (Davis, 1971; and Wilkes, 1975). Respondents apparently find 
it easier to recall decisions about specific choices and activities, particularly if 
a purchase occurred months or years ago. Even here the level of agreement 
between spouses in response to very specific decisions is far from perfect. 
Thus, a more fiindamental issue regarding self-reports is whether couples can 
meaningfully think in terms of decision outcomes or power (Davis, 1976). In 
this context Kenkel (1961), has remarked: 
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"This assumes, of course, that individuals know the relative amount of 
influence they have that they are willing to admit it to themselves and others, 
and that they are able to recall with accuracy how influence was distributed in 
some past decision-making session". 
Olson and Rabunsky (1972) reported that individuals can more accurately 
report what decisions were made than who actually made them. It seems 
likely that respondents, faced with the tasks of answering questions that have 
little meaning, will respond in terms of what they consider to be the socially 
desirable role, namely, who should decide. 
2.10 Problems in Measurement of "Power" in tlie Context of Family 
Interaction-based measures represent another tradition of research on family 
decision making (Strodtbeck, 1951; Kenkel, 1963; and Mishler and Waxier, 
1968). Power is measured in different ways. Kenkel asked families to decide 
how they would spend an imaginary gift of $300. A spouse's power was 
measured by the proportion of items "purchased" that were initially suggested 
by that person. As in the case with self-reports, these measures also have 
limitations. Bales' (1950) Interaction Process Analysis includes nonverbal 
communication, which is undoubtedly an important indicator of power in 
long-lasting groups such as the family (Davis, 1976). 
A number of sociologists have suggested that power and task responsibility 
are built into the roles of husband and wife on the basis of cultural norms and 
controls (Burgess and Locke, 1960; Parsons and Bales, 1955). Similar to 
French and Raven's (1959) concept of "legitimate power", a spouse's 
authority is based on the belief that he or she should make a decision or carry 
out a task irrespective of the actual skills or interest that may be present. The 
source of a spouse's power is thus external to the family. Power resides in the 
position rather than in the person. A traditional role ideology specifies large 
authority differences between husl?and and wife and a highly differentiated 
division of labor. A husbarit^Tlldecide wfiat make of automobile to buy and 
{ [ ••^•-- ^ ^ o 
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his wife what to serve for dinner when guests are invited, simply because 
these two decisions should be made by husbands and wives, respectively. 
Sharp distinctions are drawn between "things" that are masculine or feminine. 
This notion seems to be detached from reality. 
2.11 Problems with the "Laboratory" Technique 
The "laboratory" certainly has an impact on "normal" family interaction: it is 
a highly reactive environment. The simulated problems given to families by 
researchers also reinforce the artificiality of the situation. Zelditch (1971) has 
argued that one cannot equate a family's laboratory behavior with the 
behavior of natural families. On the one hand, experiments remove many 
"place cues" that impinge on families in normal decision making situations. 
On the other hand, since families are more complex than the ad-hoc small 
group, it becomes difficult for researchers to study a single phenomenon 
isolated from other family processes (Davis, 1976). 
Laboratory groups are generally studied under "ideal" environmental 
conditions. Members are rested, and meetings take place in rooms with good 
lighting, comfortable temperatures, and seating arrangements that encourage 
group interaction. Distractions are at a minimum. In the first place, families 
are often together when energy levels are low — early in the morning or late 
in the day. Little research has been conducted about decision making under 
conditions of fatigue although there is a good deal of folklore about the 
decisions of people "who can't get started in the morning" or "who are too 
tired to think in the evening". Second, family decision making is undoubtedly 
subject to distraction. In the morning, the demands of preparing breakfast, or 
the pressure to leave for work, interfere with concentrated problem solving. 
The evening contains many of the same distractions — dinner, TV, outside 
activities. Young children not only make constant demands on their parents 
throughout the day but also frequently interrupt the parents' conversation. 
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Although no research on the effects of distraction has been done using 
families, a laboratory study by Wright (1974) is instructive. He found that 
distraction (a taped radio program at different volume levels) had the effect of 
increasing the salience of negative evidence and lowering the number of 
dimensions on which alternatives were evaluated. It does appear, therefore, 
that the environment can alter strategies used for making decisions. 
Because of the long-lasting nature of family relationships, actions are 
frequently taken that assure continuance of the group. This contrasts with the 
ad-hoc laboratory group that exists for a very short period of time. In contrast 
to a committee or task force, problem situation may be viewed as a threat to 
the stability of the family, particularly if they are novel or have no obvious 
solutions. One manner of dealing with this situation is to avoid the issue itself 
and focus instead on group maintenance by minimizing expressions of 
conflicts and the number of alternatives considered. Aldous (1971) suggests 
that the emphasis within families "tends to be one of reducing the tension-
laden situations to an innocuous level rather than submitting the problem to 
rigorous analysis of assessing the consequences of possible alternative 
strategies". 
The solution to these problems does not lie principally in methodological 
improvements — i.e., using more specific questions, specifying the 
appropriate referent, reducing the lag between decision and data collection, or 
asking more members within the same family. More important is how 
decision making itself is conceptualized. It seems likely that measures of 
decision outcome (e.g., who decided or who won) tap a very different aspect 
of decision making than do measures of the decision process (e.g., who 
initiated the most instrumental acts or interruptions). In this regard. Turner 
(1970) has suggested that wives are often able to exercise considerable 
influence in family decisions while at the same time accepting their husbands' 
superior authority. This is possible because the husbands' authority and the 
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wife's centrality in the network may be positively related; the greater the 
husband's recognized authority is the fewer will be the direct requests made 
to him by his children. 
2.12 Equating Purchase Decision with the Actual Purchase 
Early writings often equated purchasing decisions with actual purchasing 
activities such that the person who went shopping for a product was assumed 
to have also made the product and brand decision. This view undoubtedly 
underlies the folklore that women control 80 percent of family spending. 
According to Converse et al. (1958), this "finding" was based on the rather 
unbelievable fact that someone once counted shoppers in a city department 
store and found that 80 percent were women. Manufacturers and advertisers 
have also found it convenient to look for one dominant spouse in each product 
category. The studies reported earlier, however, demonstrate again and again 
that family-member participation varies within each product category 
depending on what is being done or decided. From any point of view, it is a 
serious oversimplification to talk about a product category as simply husband 
dominant, wife dominant, or joint (Davis, 1976). Davis (1970) found 60 
percent of couples classified as husband dominant for the decision about 
make of automobile but only 25 percent for the decision about color. 
2.13 Variability of Responses 
Husband-wife involvement for any consumer decision is likely to show 
considerable variability among families. Discussions of marital roles 
frequently understate the variance that is found even in the case of highly 
specific decisions. To illustrate, the Starch report (1958) concludes that: 
"the husband, as the family 'authority' on mechanical matters, decides upon 
the make of the new family car". 
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This conclusion was drawn from data showing that the husband decides in 61 
percent of the famiUes, the wife in 1 percent, and both in 38 percent. In 
contrast to the quotation, the findings of other studies indicate that the 
decision about make of automobile is not actually the exclusive domain of 
husbands (Davis, 1976). 
Some variability is even present in product categories characterized by a high 
degree of role specialization. The survey by Haley et al (1975) reports the 
percentage of husbands who made purchases of packaged goods during the 
preceding seven days and the percentage who actually influenced the product 
and brand selected. In none of the 87 product categories did husbands make 
less than 10 percent of the purchases. 
Researchers have devoted little attention to explaining why, for the same 
decision, families vary in "who decides". This issue will undoubtedly become 
more important as efforts are made to "locate" families having particular role 
patterns. Although a number of theoretical perspectives are available in the 
sociological and economics literature, these have not been systematically 
studied in terms of predicting purchase influence within families. 
2.14 The Interrelatedness of Family Decisions 
The typical problem dealt with by committees or laboratory groups is defined 
and worked on in isolation from other problems. This bypasses a number of 
questions relevant to the dynamics of family problem solving. Weick (1971) 
succinctly describes the differences as follows: 
"They [laboratory groups] bypass such questions as how one comes to know 
that a problem exists, what it does to solution adequacy to be working on 
several different things concurrently with problem solving, what it's like to go 
about solving a felt, intuited problem rather than an explicitly stated 
consequently validated problem which was made visible to all members at a 
specific point in time". 
59 
Families face several problems concurrently. It is likely that among this set 
the most unambiguous and identifiable problems are solved first. This 
suggested to Aldous (1971) suggested that the problems which families 
actually solve are likely to be the unimportant ones. More far-reaching 
problems may remain undefined or unresolved. This is true for at least two 
reasons. First, a husband and wife may fixate on different aspects of the 
problem. A husband, for example, may see the automobile "problem" as 
uncertainty about getting to work on time or the cost of repairs. His wife, on 
the other hand, might define the "problem" as the extra burden of monthly 
payments or her husband's infatuation with cars. Because they do not define 
the "problem" similarly, it may be dropped and not resolved. A second reason 
that can delay decisions is the impact, which each spouse's solution has on the 
other spouse, either in the same problem area or in different problem areas. 
Faced with a limited budget, a new car purchase, for example, precludes new 
two-wheeler or refrigerator. 
Support for these hypotheses is found in two studies. Foote (1974) analyzed 
data from a three-generation study (Hill, 1970) based on 120 grandparent, 120 
parent and 120 young married families. He found both a high proportion of 
plan purchases that were not fulfilled. While Davis (1976) notes that in all 
generations unfulfilled plans and unplanned actions predominated over 
fulfilled plans and planed actions. 
2.15 Focus on Go Ahead Decisions 
Existing research has tended to focus on "go-ahead" decisions as a means of 
understanding family decision process; that is, having made or being about to 
make a purchase, families are queried about how this came about. Equally 
important, if not more so, are actions taken to abort or postpone consumer 
purchases given the interrelatedness of family decisions. Much could be 
learned about a household's priority patterns and the influence of different 
family members by recording not only whose purchase suggestions were 
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realized but also whose suggestions were denied or tabled and for what 
reasons. 
When analysing the influence that is exercised in the decisions that are made, 
the character of these decisions must be taken into account, that is to say, 
taking a decision with respect to a frequently purchased product is not the 
same as taking one with respect to a consumer durable or a service (Martinez 
and Polo, 1999). The type of decision being analysed will be a conditioning 
factor of the influence exercised by each member of the family (Martinez and 
Polo, 1999). 
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CHAPTER 3 
THE METHODOLOGY 
3.1 The Problem 
In India there have been gradual changes in the family structure, with 
extended families, which previously may have 'shared' a home, increasingly 
splitting into more than one unit; more women working, late marriages and 
urban families having comparatively fewer children wielding considerable 
influence (Dobhal, 1999). This trend may particularly be true for the 
burgeoning 250 million strong middle-class (almost the population of USA). 
Traditionally, women, by and large, have been less involved in various 
activities related to purchase of consumer durables in India. However, due to 
increasing trend towards urbanization, impact of western cultural values, 
education and increasing material requirements of the urban life-style, women 
are moving out of the confines of their homes to take up both traditional and 
non-traditional jobs so as to contribute financially to the economic well-being 
of their families. Further, owing to increased media exposure and consequent 
availability of abundant information about product alternatives, it is expected 
that in the present scenario, the Indian wife might be exerting greater 
influence in purchase-decisions of products used by the entire family - a new 
refrigerator, for instance. 
In comparison to developed countries, in India, the children continue to stay 
with their families even after attaining maturity, though they may not be 
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providing any financial inputs, and thus are likely to play significant role in 
influencing purchase decisions. 
Another trend that is perhaps the fallout of the rising pressures of gender 
equality is that the concerns of the woman are now being shared by the man 
and vice-versa is also true. So when purchase decisions include these 
concerns, it is both the husband and wife who are expected to be involved. In 
fact the role of man in the urban family in India is gradually metamorphosing. 
According to Dobhal (1999) distinct changes are easily discernible: 
1. The stereotypical hunter - the provider for the family - is giving way 
to the power-sharer, who is no longer, the sole authority by virtue of 
being the only earning member of the family^ 
2. The Veto power on purchases that flows from the status of sole 
breadeamer is being diluted. Since the (working) woman and the 
children in the new urban settings are able to finance many of their 
own purchase decisions, what the man is being compelled to provide is 
approval and not rejection. But this -transition is creating its own 
tensions as the male tries to adjust to the new power equations within 
the family. 
In the context of the aforementioned changes it is interesting to note that most 
extant husband/wife influence studies classify family consumption decisions 
as husband-dominated, wife-dominated, joint (i.e. equal or syncratic) and 
autonomic (i.e. unilateral) (Herbst, 1952; Davis and Rigaux, 1974; and Lavin, 
1985; and Corfman, 1991). All these refer to a structural arrangement in 
which only one individual is involved and only the syncratic category allows 
for interaction between two individuals or more. As the influence of the 
family members in all types of decisions including product purchase decisions 
will wary across cultures, the results of such US centric studies cannot be held 
to be true in the Indian context without verification. 
Another aspect that deserves attention is that the family member influence is 
not static and is likely to shift, depending on the specific product or service, 
the family role structure orientation, and the specific stage in the decision 
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making process. These factors are also likely to be mediated by 
aforementioned cultural variations and changing lifestyles in the Indian 
context. Thus, a gap exists in the extant literature vis-a-vis the influence 
wielded by the husband, wife, children and elders. This study attempts to 
partially bridge this gap by taking into account the influence wielded by 
husband, wife and two children in the family decision making process. This 
type of exploratory research was also necessary to provide the impetus for 
future studies that can provide additional information about the complex 
nature of the Indian culture and the dynamics at work during the family 
decision making process. 
3.2 The Objective 
This study attempts to empirically investigate the following: 
> to investigate the relative involvement of husband-wife & 
childreii~~iH the purchase of specific products (i.e. product 
specific influences). 
> to investigate the effect of family type on the husband-wife and 
children involvement in purchase decision, i.e. the relationship 
between the independent variable — type of farnily i.e. single 
earning family (SEF) where only the husband works and dual 
earning family (DEF) where both work, and the dependent 
variables — stages in the decision process (i.e. idea initiation, 
information collection and final decision) and the various 
product related sub-decisions (amount to be spent, when to 
purchase, what brand, type, size and colour to purchase and 
from which dealer) for five consumer durables — refrigerator, 
two-wheeler, music system, four-wheeler and electric mixer. 
> to measure the relative role of husband-wife and children during 
the decisions making process with respect to three stages i.e. 
idea initiation, information search and fmal decision (i.e. stage 
specific influences). 
> to measure the relative role of husband-wife and children during 
the sub-decisions regarding purchase viz. amount to be spent, 
when to purchase, brand to purchase, what size, colour and type 
to purchase. Thus, an attempt has been made to provide a more 
realistic picture of relative influence of family members during 
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the various stages of the decision making process by examining 
family quatrads (husband, wife, and two children). 
> product specific involvement of various family members viz. 
husband, wife and children. 
It is presumed that the findings from this study will build on existing 
knowledge regarding family decision making and specifically contribute to 
the same in the Indian context. 
3.3 Rationale for Product Selection 
The rationale behind the selection of the aforementioned products for the 
present study was that these products represent buying situations ranging 
from complex buying decisions (e.g. automobile) to relatively less complex 
ones (e.g. stereo) and also the number and type of role played by the various 
family members is expected to vary in each case (Davis, 1970; Ferber and 
Lee, 1974; Munsinger et al. 1975; Shuptrine and Samuelson, 1976; Yavas et 
al. 1994, Nathan, 1997; and Martinez and Polo, 1999). Further, since the 
products were of use to all members of the family their participation in 
decision making for the same was assumed. In addition some disagreement 
between the husband and wife with regard to the actual purchase was 
required. This disagreement might have occurred at any stage in the decision 
process — idea initiation, information collection or the final decision — or 
during any of the sub-decisions — whether or not to make the purchase, how 
much to spend, brand, style, and so on. 
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3.4 Hypotheses 
For the purpose of achieving the objectives of the study hypotheses were 
presumed. These were formed on the basis of specific product categories, the 
stages of the decision process, and the sub-decisions involved in the purchase 
of each product. 
The study is primarily based on the premise that the type of family — 
independent variable — and stages and sub-decisions in the purchase of 
specific products — dependent variable — are independent of each other as 
far as the relative involvement of different family members are concerned. 
The hypotheses in the following are reflective of this premise. These 
hypotheses have been tested in the next chapter i.e. Analysis and 
Interpretation of Data. 
For Refrigerator 
Hon: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in idea initiation stage for refrigerator. 
H012: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in information collection stage for 
refrigerator. 
Hoi3: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in final decision stage for refrigerator. 
Hoi4". There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "amount to be 
spent" for refrigerator. 
Hoi5: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "when to 
purchase" for refiigerator. 
H016: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "brand to be 
purchased" for refrigerator. 
H017: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "which size" for 
refiigerator. 
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Hoig: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "which colour" for 
refrigerator. 
Hoi9: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "from which 
dealer" for refrigerator. 
For Two-Wheeler 
H021: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in idea initiation stage for two-
wheeler. 
Ho22'- There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in information collection stage for 
two-wheeler. 
H023: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in final decision stage for two-
wheeler. 
H024: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "amount to be 
spent" for two-wheeler. 
H025: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "when to 
purchase" for two-wheeler. 
Ho26: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "brand to be 
purchased" for two-wheeler. 
H027: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "what type" for 
two-wheeler. 
Ho28: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "which colour" for 
two-wheeler. 
H029: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "from which 
dealer" for refiigerator. 
67 
For Music System 
Ho3i: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in idea initiation stage for music 
system. 
Ho32'- There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in information collection stage for 
music system. 
Ho33'. There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in final decision stage for music 
system. 
H034: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "amount to be 
spent" for music system. 
H035: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "when to 
purchase" for music system. 
Ho36: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "brand to be 
purchased" for music system. 
H037: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "which model" for 
music system. 
Ho38: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "from which 
dealer" for music system. 
For Four-Wheeler 
Ho4i: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in idea initiation stage for four-
wheeler 
H042: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in information collection stage for 
four-wheeler. 
H043: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in final decision stage for four-
wheeler. 
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Ho44: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "amount to be 
spent" for four-wheeler. 
H045: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "when to 
purchase" for four-wheeler. 
Ho46: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "brand to be 
purchased" for four-wheeler. 
H047: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "what type" for 
four-wheeler. 
Ho48: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "which colour" for 
four-wheeler. 
Ho49'. There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "from which 
dealer" for four-wheeler. 
For Electric Mixer 
Ho5i: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in idea initiation stage for electric 
mixer. 
H052: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in information collection stage for 
electric mixer. 
H053: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in final decision stage for electric 
mixer. 
H054: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "amount to be 
spent" for electric mixer. 
H055: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "when to 
purchase" for electric mixer. 
Ho56: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "brand to be 
purchased" for electric mixer. 
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Hos?: There is no relationship between the type of family and level of 
involvement of family members in the sub-decision "from which 
dealer" for electric mixer. 
3.5 The Research Design 
One problem constantly faced by the researchers in this area relates to the 
reliability, validity and inherent bias in the data collected from family 
members\ The present study tried to reduce this discrepancy in reporting of 
influence by the couples, through the following steps; 
Firstly, a more neutral term 'involvement' has been used, instead of 
influence. 
Secondly, the information has been obtained about the relative 
involvement from husband, wife and two children. 
Thirdly, husband and wife were asked to fill up the questionnaire 
independently without consulting/helping each other. 
Fourthly, in order to get a representative heterogeneous sample of 
respondents it was decided to collect the data from three cities. 
Finally, the respondents were asked to provide the information 
regarding their involvement only when the product has been 
purchased during the last two years. This has been done to 
minimise the forgetting effect and social impact. 
These steps, hopefully may reduce the respondents' bias, if any, to a great 
extent. 
As to the number of stages that we consider in the decision making process, 
we follow the line established by Davis and Rigaux (1974) i.e. problem 
recognition, search for information and final decision. We can also find this 
classification, or one very similar to it, in a number of recent studies 
(Webster, 1994; and Ford et al. 1995). 
The use of a three-phase decision process (that is, idea initiation, information 
search, and final decision) differs somewhat from the classic 
conceptualization which includes a phase of alternative evaluation. We have 
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chosen to eliminate this phase (i.e. ahemative evaluation) because it is so 
intimately related to the search process. Moreover, several researchers have 
suggested that consumers actually evaluate information simultaneously with 
search (Davis, 1976; and Katona and Mueller, 1954). Farley (1964) tested 
Stigler's hypothesis (1961) that the amount of search is a function of the 
expected gain relative to the cost of obtaining information, and findings of 
Maynes (1973) further support this notion. A similar model was proposed by 
Granbois (1963) who maintained that search terminates with a final decision 
when uncertainty is reduced to satisfactory level. Eliminating the phase of 
alternative evaluation was also motivated by the practical difficulty of asking 
respondents to break down their decision making into many different stages. 
Further, we should also not overlook the fact that children, possessing varied 
cognitive levels, too were included in the present study for their involvement 
in the purchase process. Even with the three phases we have chosen, subjects 
may view the distinction among these phases as somewhat artificial for the 
following reasons: 
> The consumer need not be, and indeed, probably is not aware 
that he passes through these phases; 
> This like any other process conceptualization, has some time 
dimensions; and 
> All phases do not always occur (Engel et al. 1973). 
Nevertheless, as emphasized by Brim et al. (1962), "it is this type of formal 
analysis of the basic phases of the process which permits one to see the 
similar nature of all decision problems". 
In this study it has also been assumed that consumption decisions are made 
on the basis of a single budget constraint containing the pooled income for 
the entire household i.e. the household income is put in a common "pot" and 
the household members bargain over its allocation (Doss, 1994). 
' For details please see the Chapter 2: Problem Areas in Family Decision Research 
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3.6 The Research Instrument 
The research instrument (Appendices I & II) consisted of structured 
questionnaire and the respondents were required to indicate their level of 
involvement with the help of three-point rating scale viz. HI (highly 
involved), MI (moderately involved) and NI (not involved). This scale was 
preferred in comparison to other scales as the chances of bias here are 
negligible and also a more neutral term 'involvement' has been used instead 
of 'influence' which appears to be loaded. The simple three-point scale was 
employed keeping in mind the specific requirements of this study from the 
point of view of children, as they could provide clear unambiguous responses. 
The research instrument consisted of three questions in all: 
The first question was identical to that incorporated by Davis and Rigaux 
(1974). Specifically, three questions presenting stages of the decision process 
(i.e. problem recognition, search for information on alternatives, and final 
purchase decision) were included for each product under study. 
Further, as in the study by Davis (1970) this study also explored the following 
sub-decisions (with minor modifications owing to differences in type of 
products) pertaining to the durables under study. 
1. When to buy? 
2. Where to buy? 
3. How much to spent? 
4. What make/type/brand to buy? 
5. What model to buy? 
6. What colour to buy? 
The second question of the research instrument dealt with these sub-decisions 
pertaining to the individual products. For example, for the refrigerator 
purchased, husband, wife and at least two children in the family were asked to 
report their level of involvement vis-a-vis (1) amount to be spent; (2) When to 
purchase; (3) What brand to purchase; (4) What size to purchase; (4) Which 
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colour; and finally (5) Which outlet; with the help of three point scale viz. HI 
(highly involved), MI (moderately involved) and NI (not involved). 
The third question related to demographics and was necessary to generate the 
profile of the sample. 
The research instrument, because of practical difficulties, was administered 
on the respondents in two languages i.e. English (Appendix I) and Hindi 
(Appendix II). The Hindi version of the questionnaire was in a format which 
is commonly spoken in Western Uttar Pradesh. It should be kept in mind that 
the Hindi dialect spoken in the educated households of the region is generally 
interspersed with English words. Thus, the Hindi translated version of the 
research instrument too had some transliterated and/or actual English words. 
The problem of administering the English version of the questionnaire was 
particulary encountered in case of some of the housewives. Thus, this 
methodology was adopted so as to make it convenient for the sample to 
respond to the questionnaire. As an additional precaution, the Hindi version 
was first pre-tested on a representative sample; and further tested for 
originality by "back-translation" method (Green and White, 1976), whereby 
the English original is translated into the foreign language and then back 
translated into English to check for questionnaire dissimilarities. No 
difficulties were detected with the understanding of the semantic meaning of 
each item or with the use of the three-point scale. 
The data presented in this study differ in several ways from previous studies. 
Unlike several previous studies these data can be analysed both across and 
within product purchase decisions because of the use of similar questions for 
each of the product purchase and the same measure of influence for the 
^ In India, English is widely spoken and understood and also because the sample consisted 
of educated and affluent middle and upper middle class families with the children 
studying in public schools where the medium of instruction is English. Thus, majority of 
the respondents had no problem in responding to the English version of the 
questionnaire. 
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various stages and the sub-decisions pertaining to the products. Since separate 
questionnaires were administered on husband and wife and the children there 
were independent responses to the same questions from the family members 
permitting comparison of responses between the various family members. 
3.7 The Sample 
Data was collected by means of a questionnaire self administered to husband, 
wife and at least two unmarried dependent children in middle and upper 
middle class nuclear families residing in the three major, and relatively 
affluent, cities — Aligarh, Bareilly and Meerut — of (western) Uttar Pradesh, 
India. The households had purchased the items under study within the last two 
years preceding the administration of the questionnaire. Since the purpose of 
the study was not to merely describe the relative influence of husbands and 
wives in various purchase decisions, administering the questionnaire on only 
one spouse was not expected to give the desired results. Thus, husband, wife 
and at least two children were taken into consideration. Care was taken that 
during the administration of the questionnaire, the family members did not 
interact/consult each other so as to avoid bias. The middle and upper middle 
class families were chosen as they are largely created by the development 
process and they usually represent a force of modernism in the developing 
societies (Green et al. 1983). Further, the sample was restricted to middle and 
upper middle class households as the ownership of consumer durable items 
under study e.g. refrigerator, two-wheeler, music system, four wheeler and 
electric mixer is largely restricted to such households. 
Assuming that joint families would have very complex purchase decision-
processes, they were left out of the scope of the present study. 
The data reported are drawn from a questionnaire administered through 
personal interviews with the respondent families over a three-year period 
(1997-2000). Although cooperation was generally good, there were a number 
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of refusals to participate in the study due primarily to time pressure on part of 
the respondents and conservative nature of the Indian families — there was 
particularly resistance from the wives. For each product category, the 
respondent was asked to think of events, conversations, and thought leading 
to the relevant purchases made by the family and to indicate their involvement 
in the purchase decision. While administering the questionnaire the parents 
were instructed not to confer or consult one another and the researcher was 
present so as to respond to doubts and queries regarding the questions in the 
research instrument. The researcher made it a point to personally fill up the 
questionnaire in case of the children after explaining to them the contents of 
the questionnaire and eliciting their views. The data collection instrument was 
the same for all the respondents with few additional questions relating to 
demographics for the parents. This was necessary for avoiding bias of any 
type and it also facilitated comparative study of the sample. 
Adolescents aged between 13 and 19 years were drawn from a purposive 
sample of 6 higher secondary and 3 senior secondary schools located in 
Aligarh, Bareilly and Meerut — all major cities — situated in the more 
prosperous western region of the North Indian state of Uttar Pradesh. The 
schools were so chosen to get a representative heterogenous sample 
possessing the desired socio-economic characteristics. 
Children were included as respondents in the present study to permit broader, 
more realistic examination of the family influence relationships. Adolescent 
children were chosen as respondents because they are more likely than 
younger children to be active in a range of family purchase tasks. Though 
infants and younger children clearly affect parental behaviour and purchase 
decisions, adolescents as a group have achieved full cognitive development 
(Elkind, 1968; Mussen et al. 1969 and Mussen, 1973) understanding 
' It should be kept in mind that filling up of the questionnaire, independently, by the parents and at 
least two children, even after close supervision of the researcher could take up to 1 'A hours for 
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economic concepts (Strauss, 1952) and possess consumer skills related to 
information processing (Roedder, 1981). They are also expected to model 
their behaviour to some extent on that of adults (Lemer and Shea, 1982). 
They, thus, appear to be an appropriate age group for documenting children's 
influence in family purchase decisions. Because adolescence is not easily 
defined by physical development (Chumlea, 1982), keeping in mind the 
Indian conditions, the researcher has chosen to define adolescents in this 
study as children in the age band of 13 to 19, 
Respondent families were solicited (with the consent and cooperation of the 
school administration and the respective class-teachers) by first randomly 
contacting students and the researcher interacting with them so as to ascertain 
whether their family had purchased the durables under study during the last 
two years or not. After ascertaining that the students' families fiilfilled the 
conditions necessary for the study, the students were themselves requested to 
solicit their parents' participation.'* The researcher amply made it clear to the 
students and told them to convey the same to their parents that their 
participation would be a strictly voluntary response to an academic study 
where their identities would be kept confidential and no "correct answer" or 
"ideal answers" were expected or implied.^ If their parents were willing, the 
students were asked to indicate the time which was convenient to them and 
when both the spouses and the children were at home. Later, after receiving 
their reply in affirmative, they were fiirther contacted through telephone or 
otherwise to confirm the time of their availability. In this context it is to be 
noted that an option suggested to the researcher by the school administration 
some of the families. 
"* The method of sending of formal letters to parents requesting their participation through the wards 
was initially adopted but later had to be discontinued as the response rate was very poor. The 
response rate dramatically shot up when the wards were taken into confidence and requested to 
solicit their parents' participation. 
' The questioimaire did not contain any question asking the respondent to reveal their identities. 
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was to contact the parents when they visit the school during the Parents' Day 
but the researcher preferred to visit the families in their homes since filling up 
of the responses in the school would have removed many "place cues" that 
impinge on families in normal decision making situations (Zelditch, 1971; 
and Gordon, 1997)/ 
Of the 480 families that were approached through their wards studying in the 
aforementioned schools, only 295 (61%) families indicated their willingness 
to participate in the study. There was no apparent difference between those 
families who chose to participate and those who did not. Of those willing and 
o 
contacted 184 (38%) families qualified for the study. This resulted in a total 
of 552 separate completed questionnaires . Of these 72 were residents of 
Aligarh, 58 fi"om Bareilly and 54 belonged to Meerut. It should be very clear 
at the outset that neither those who were willing to participate (i.e. 295 or 
61% of 480) and nor the 184 families (i.e. 38% of 480) who finally quaHfied 
for the study are a representative sample of their respective population 
segments. Thus, while efforts were made to obtain inputs that fairly reflected 
the views of the various family members, it was not possible to obtain a 
representative sample or to evaluate the nature and importance of non-
response error. When generalizing the results, this .caveat should be kept in 
m m d . A 'r N =. 
/ r ^ • '• 
:-: :cc. r^o.... : 
V. 
^ It is a normal practice in the Indian public schools that on tiie-jP'dr^ats Day me parents are required 
to come to the school and discuss the academic performance of tfieir wards «nd"also any other issue 
with the respective class teachers. 
' Zelditch (1971) has argued persuasively that one cannot equate a family's "laboratory" behavior 
with the behavior of natural families as it is bound to remove several "place cues" that impmge on 
families normal decision making situations while Gordon (1997) cautions that to further enhance 
the validity of the observations, interviews/filling up of questionnaires should be conducted m the 
respondents' own homes where decisions can take place in natural settings. 
* (a) The number of respondents in this study are definitely more than those of other marital role 
studies, see for example. Starch (1958), Davis (1970), and Scott (1970); 
(b) Care was taken that the questionnaires of only those families were finally selected where the 
couple would have been married long enough to have had the opportunity to purchase the 
products on their own even if they had received some of them in dowry or as gift at the time of 
marriage. 
' 368 questionnaires were filled up by the parents and 184 were for the children. 
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One other aspect of the methodology used in this study deserves comment. 
Similar to many other studies of family roles in decision making, we have 
made use of direct questions about the relative involvement of each spouse 
and the role, if at all, played by the children. Direct questions of this sort 
assume, according to Kenkel (1961), that individuals (1) know the relative 
amount of influence they have; (2) are willing to admit it to themselves and 
others; and (3) are able to recall with accuracy how influence was distributed 
in some past decision making session. While these assumptions are 
undoubtedly questionable, we feel, as do others, that direct questions about 
specific decisions represent the best "interim approach" for identifying roles 
(Engel et al. 1973; and Davis and Rigaus, 1974). This solution seems even 
more appropriate in this study since independent data from husbands, wives 
and children within the same families allows one to assess the validity of 
these scales measuring relative influence (Davis, 1971). 
Since we have used a purposive convenience sampling plan, it is necessary to 
describe it in terms of several demographics. The demographic profile of the 
sample is given in Tables 3.1(a), 3.1 (b) and 3.1(c). 
Table 3.1 (a):- Age profile of the sample 
Total Age Statistics 
Husband's Age 
Wives's Age 
Children's Age 
Male Child (n=207) 
Female Child (n=161) 
SEF Parent's Age 
DEF Parent's Age 
Mean 
30.58 
47.07 
41.72 
16.76 
16.72 
16.80 
43.90 
45.15 
SD 
14.21 
3.20 
3.05 
2.18 
1.92 
2.46 
4.42 
3.48 
Range 
45 
20 
22 
06 
06 
04 
26 
16 
Min. 
13 
38 
32 
13 
13 
14 
32 
37 
Max. 
58 
58 
54 
19 
19 
18 
58 
53 
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Table 3.1 (b): Income profile of i 
Family Income 
Husband's Income 
Wives's Income 
Mean 
10437.50 
16961.96 
9863.01 
the parents (on monthly basis in 
SD 
8011.15 
4007.32 
3040.53 
Range 
21000 
21000 
14000 
Min. 
9000 
9000 
6000 
Rs.) 
Max. 
30000 
30000 
20000 
Table 3.1 (c):- Educational profile of the parents 
Under Graduate Graduate Post Graduate 
Wives (n=l 84) 
Husbands (n=184) 
Parents (Combined; n=368) 
20% 
0% 
10% 
52% 
60% 
56% 
28% 
40% 
34% 
3.8 Method of Analysis 
The respondents were asked to indicate their involvement as follows: 
• HI = Highly Involved 
• MI = Moderately Involved 
• NI = Not Involved 
So as to simplify the data keying operations HI was recoded to H; MI to M 
andNItoN. 
Since there were three questionnaires for each family, the total number of 
possible combinations, of H, M and N, for each response in the questionnaire 
were 27 (twenty-seven). The possible combinations are: HHH, HHM, HHN, 
HMH, HMM, HMN, HNH, HNM, HNN, MHH, MHM, MHN, MMH, 
MMM, MMN, MNH, MNM, MNN, NHH, NHM, NHN, NMH, NMM, 
NMN, NNH, NNM & NNN. 
For the purpose of analysis of responses these combinations were further 
collapsed into six categories, which are given below [Table 3.1 (d)]. It should 
be kept in mind that these categories have been used for the first time by 
any researcher in this area. These categories were necessary as the present 
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study takes into account the relative influence of husband, wife and two 
children in the family. 
Table 3.1 (d): Types of family decision patterns considered for the present 
study 
SN 
1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 
Type of Decision 
Joint Decision 
Husband Dominance 
Wife Dominance 
Husband =W>Children 
H/W & Children> Other 
Spouse 
Children > Parent 
Code 
JD 
HD 
WD 
H=W>C 
H/W&OS 
C>P 
Collapsed Combinations 
HHH OR MMM 
HNN OR MNN OR HMN 
OR HMM OR HNM 
NHN OR NMN OR MHN 
OR MHM OR NHM 
HHN OR MMN OR HHM 
MNM OR HMH OR HNH 
OR MHH OR NHH OR 
NMM 
NNH OR MNH OR MMH 
OR NNM OR NMH 
Tabulation of the data collected through the research instrument was done by 
directly entering the data in the form of H, M and Ns. 
So as to maintain data integrity, at the outset, the database was maintained 
using SPSS Software Package. This was essential because for each family 
member about 55 data entries (10 for the demographic section of the 
questionnaire and 45 for the decision stages and the sub-decisions for the five 
products under study) had to be performed. The maintenance of such a huge 
database (consisting of about 30,360 data cells) was not possible using any 
other available software. The database was later split into two: one for Single 
Earning Families (SEF) and the other for Dual Earning Families (DEF). 
Further, it should be kept in mind that due to the peculiar requirements of the 
present study, built-in and readymade conditional statements needed (for 
filtering the appropriate combinations of HHH, MMM, HHN etc. out of a total 
possible 27 pairs)'° for further analysis of the data were not available in the 
SPSS package. So the researcher had to write the conditional statements 
' Already explained in the methodology section 
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[Tables 3.1(e) & 3.1 (f)] and then apply the same using the count feature 
available in the SPSS package on the split database (i.e. separately on the SEF 
and DEF databases). The data so filtered was stored within the respective SPSS 
databases in appropriately coded variable columns for further analysis. It 
should be remembered that this procedure had to be repeated for each of the 
decision stages viz. idea initiation, information collection and the final decision 
for each of the products in the split databases (i.e. SEF and DEF). 
Table: 3.1 (e): Conditional statements for filtering responses for stages of decision 
process (used in SPSS) 
SN Code Type of 
Decision 
Statement 
1) JD Joint Decision (ih - 'H' & iw = 'H' & ic = 'H') OR (ih = 'M' & 
iw = 'M '&ic = 'M') 
2) HD Husband 
Dominance 
(ih = 'H' & iw = 'N' & ic = 'N') OR (ih = 'M' & 
iw = 'N' & ic = 'N') OR (ih = 'H' & iw = 'M' & 
ic = 'N') OR (ih = 'H' & iw = 'M' & ic = 'M') OR 
( i h = ' H ' & i w = ' N ' & i c = 'M') 
3) WD Wife Dominance (ih = 'N' & iw = 'H' & ic = 'N') OR (ih = 'N' & 
iw = 'M' & ic = 'N') OR (ih = 'M' & iw = 'H' & 
ic = 'N') OR (ih = 'M' & iw = 'H' & ic = 'M') OR 
(ih = 'N' «& iw = 'H' «& ic = 'M') 
4) HWC Husband 
=W>Children 
(ih = 'H' & iw = 'H' & ic = 'N') OR (ih = 'M' & 
iw = 'M' & ic = 'N') OR (ih = 'H' & iw = 'H' & 
ic = 'M') 
5) HCS HAV & Children 
> Other Spouse 
(ih = 'M' & iw = 'N' & ic = 'M') OR (ih = 'H' & 
iw = 'M' & ic = 'H') OR (ih = 'H' & iw = 'N' & 
ic = 'H') OR (ih = 'M' & iw = 'H' & ic = 'H') OR 
(ih = 'N' & iw = 'H' & ic = 'H') OR (ih = 'N' & 
i w = ' M ' & i c = ' M ' ) 
(ih = 'N' & iw = 'N' & ic = 'H') OR (ih = 'M' & 
iw = 'N' & ic = 'H') OR (ih = 'M' & iw = 'M' & 
ic = 'H') OR (ih = 'N' & iw = 'N' & ic = 'M') OR 
(ih = 'N '&iw = 'M '&ic = 'H') 
=idea initiation stage-wife; ic=idea initiation stage-children 
6) CPI Children > 
Parent 
(ih=idea initiation stage-husband; iw-
C=children, H=husband; fV=wife) 
Further, the process had to be repeated for each of the sub-decision of the 
relevant product. Later, the frequencies of the desired combinations of H, M 
and Ns corresponding with the six collapsed influence measures and the sample 
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demographics and related graphs were obtained using the output generator 
feature of the said package. 
Table: 3.1 (f) Conditional statements for filtering responses for sub-decisions (used in 
SPSS) 
SN 
1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 
Code 
JDl 
HDl 
WDl 
HWCl 
HCSl 
CPl 
Type of Decision 
Joint Decision 
Husband Dominance 
Wife Dominance 
Husband 
=W>Children 
H/W & Children > 
Other Spouse 
Children > Parent 
Statement 
(dlh = 'H' & dlw = 'H' & die = 'H') OR 
(dlh = 'M' & dlw = 'M' & die = 'M') 
(dlh = 'H' & dlw = 'N' & die = 'N') OR 
(dlh = 'M' & dlw = 'N' & die = 'N') OR 
(dlh = 'H' & dlw = 'M' & die = 'N') OR 
(dlh = 'H' & dlw = 'M' & die = 'M') OR 
(dlh = 'H' & dlw = 'N' & die = 'M') 
(dlh = 'N' & dlw = 'H' & die = 'N') OR 
(dlh = 'N' & dlw = 'M' & die = 'N') OR 
(dlh = 'M' & dlw = 'H' & die = 'N') OR 
(dlh = 'M' & dlw = 'H' & die = 'M') OR 
(dlh = 'N' & dlw = 'H' & die = 'M') 
(dlh = 'H' & dlw = 'H' & die = 'N') OR 
(dlh = 'M' & dlw = 'M' & die = 'N') OR 
(dlh = 'H' & dlw = 'H' & die = 'M') 
(dlh = 'M' & dlw = 'N' & die = 'M') OR 
(dlh = 'H' & dlw = 'M' & die = 'H') OR 
(dlh = 'H' & dlw = 'N' & die = 'H') OR 
(dlh = 'M' «& dlw = 'H' & die = 'H') OR 
(dlh = 'N' & dlw = 'H' & die = 'H') OR 
(dlh = 'N' & dlw = 'M' & die = 'M') 
(dlh = 'N' & dlw = 'N' & die = 'H') OR 
(dlh = 'M' & dlw = 'N' & die = 'H') OR 
(dlh = 'M' & dlw = 'M' & die = 'H') OR 
(dlh = 'N' & dlw = 'N' & die = 'M') OR 
(dlh = 'N' & dlw = 'M' & die = 'H') 
(dlh=first sub-decision-husband; dlw= first 
C=children, H=husband: W=wife) 
sub-decision-wife; dlc= first sub-decision-children: 
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For the purpose of ascertaining whether there were significant differences in 
the responses in case of SEF and DEF for the various decision stages and the 
related sub-decisions for each product, the y^ test " was employed on the 
respective frequencies so as to look for variations in case of each of the 
decision stages of the responses from SEF and DEF families and also with 
respect to the sub-decisions for each of the product pertaining to the two types 
of families. Through this analysis the exact level of confidence was also 
obtained. 
To go beyond our intuitive feelings about the observed and expected frequencies, we use the 
Chi-Square Statistic, which is calculated in the following manner (Levin & Rubin, 1991): 
Where: 
x ' = 2 : [ ( ( f o - f e ) V f e ] 
j ^ = Chi-Square 
fo = an observed frequency 
fe = an expected fi^equency and 
D = symbol meaning the 'sum of 
This formula says that x^  is the sum we will get if we: 
1. Subtract fe from fo for each of the frequencies. 
2. Square each of the differences 
3. Divide each squared difference by fe 
4. Sum all the answers. 
Interpreting the Chi-Square Statistic: If the X value is larger than the critical value for the 
size of the table and significance level desired, we can conclude that there is significant 
variation. A j ^ value of zero on the other hand indicates that the observed frequencies exactly 
match the expected frequencies. 
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3.9 Limitations 
Though a number of precautions have been taken to increase the reliabihty of 
the present study, yet the researcher feels that there are certain limitations 
which may be given due considerations. 
"^  Limitations of time, funds and willingness of the respondents dictated that 
the sample could not be larger than the present one. Although this fact 
limits the generalizability of results, we believe that it represents a 
necessary and economical first step in identifying useflil concepts and 
relationships that can later be tested in larger, more representative samples 
in the Indian context. 
"^  The scope of the research is limited to consumer durables and the urban 
middle and upper middle class nuclear families. This further restricts the 
generalisability of results. Therefore there is a need to extend this piece of 
research to include other products and services and to other family 
structures. 
"^  Since the results pertain to only a special group of respondents and 
specific decision process, they strongly indicate the need for additional 
work to examine a number of methodological and practical questions. 
These include: 
> the textent to which measures of influence attributed to husband-
wife are affected by the size of the decision making unit. 
> the nature of the influence structure in households having 
compositions different from those in this study. 
> the manner in which household decision making involving 
different types of decision making units is affected by the 
product/service category being purchased. 
^ India being a multilingual, multi-religious and multi-regional country, the 
sample drawn may not be representative of the entire Indian population 
and therefore, generalisation has to be done with caution. 
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•^ The findings cannot be generalized to the country as a whole owing to 
socio-economic and cultural diversity. 
^ Some of the limitation of the research reported here surround the nature of 
the research design and sample. For instance, purposive convenience 
sampling places restrictions on the generalizability - though not 
necessarily on the applicability - of the findings. 
•^ The sampling frame used i.e. schools where the children of middle and 
upper middle class parents study might have given some up-market bias. 
The study has precluded the inclusion of sample elements having low 
income and low education. 
"^  There is a possibility of respondent's bias vis-a-vis conservative social 
norms prevalent in India. Being an issue concerning "inside" information 
of their family, the respondents may have given answers desirable from 
social point of view. 
"^  There is a possibility of respondent's bias from another angle. They may 
have given replies that were desirable from their point of view. 
"^  The relative influence of other family members, relatives and friends has 
largely been ignored. Ideally the study should have included the influence 
of other family members e.g. parents and/or relatives and friends. But 
practical difficulties imposed by the retrospective nature of responses (a 
product may have been purchased a year back and it is practically 
impossible for any researcher to account for role played by "outside" 
elements like relatives and friends, in such a scenario. 
•^ The number of products taken in this study also does not represent a cross-
section of products. More products should have made this study more 
meaningful. 
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"^  Though, effect of type of family (i.e. SEF or DEF) has been observed in 
this study yet some other moderating variables must be responsible for 
shift in influence of husband and wife such as education, age, family 
background and duration of marriage. There is a need for detailed study of 
the same. 
•^ Different age groups will likely manifest different types of interaction with 
their parents and consequent impact on family decision making may also 
vary. Since the present study is exploratory in nature, this particular aspect 
has been overlooked. 
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CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 
This chapter deals with the analysis of primary data which was collected for 
the study for five different products viz. refrigerator, television, two-wheeler, 
music system, four-wheeler and electric mixer. So as to present a clear 
picture, the results have been arranged both in tabular and graphical format 
for each of the product under study. 
The analysis has been carried out in terms of the observed differences in case 
of two major types of families i.e. single earning families (SEF) and dual 
earning families (DEF) for each product. 
The analysis for each product has been divided into two sections. The first 
section deals with the different stages of the purchase decision process viz. 
idea initiation, information collection and final decision. The relative 
involvement of the various family members has been collapsed into six 
distinct categories and the families have been classified accordingly into: 
1. Joint Decision Family (H=W=C) 
2. Husband Dominant Family 
3. Wife Dominant Family 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (H=W>Children) 
5. Parent Dominant Family (HAV & Children>Other Spouse) 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents) 
(H=husband; W=wife; C=children; and P^parents) 
Product-wise analysis has been carried out for each of the decision stages on 
the basis of these six family types. 
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The second section deals with the sub-decisions for each of the product under 
study. In general six sub-decisions (with minor modifications depending on 
the nature of the product) viz. amount to be spent, when to purchase, brand to 
purchase, what size, what colour and from which dealer (vendor) have been 
considered for the purpose of analysis. 
Chi-square analysis has been performed to find out the differences among the 
various types of families in terms of the various stages of the decision 
process as well as the sub-decisions related to each of the product. 
4.1 Involvement of Family Members in Refrigerator Purchase 
I (A): Stages in Decision Making Process 
1.1) Idea Initiation Stage [Table 4.1 (a) & Fig. 4.1.11] 
1. Joint Decision Family (H=W=C): In case of single earning families, 
joint decision making pattern was found to be prevalent in just 4% of 
the families while in case of dual earning families this figure was 5%. 
This is indicative of the fact that refrigerator is basically a product of 
interest to females and thus all the family members are not expected to 
be equally involved during this stage. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance in case of single 
earning families (30.33%) was quite high while for dual earning 
families there was a dramatic drop in the reported instances (7.46%) i.e 
there is definitely less of husband dominance during the idea initiation 
stage in case of dual earning families for refrigerator. The significant 
X statistic fiirther supports this contention. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: Interestingly, wife maintains her dominance 
at the idea initiation stage in case of refrigerator. Wife dominance was 
observed in 26.96% of the single earning and 26.80% of the dual 
earning families. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): In 
case of the dual earning families there is a striking shift vis-a-vis the 
role played by both the partners in comparison to that of the children 
(i.e. H=W>C). In just 26% of the single earning families 
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Fig 4.1.11:- Family Involvement in Idea Initiation (Refrigerator) 
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there was equality in roles of husbands and wives while this figure 
nearly doubled to 44.7% in case of dual earning families. If we see 
this shift in the light of waning husband dominance in case of dual 
earning families we can safely surmise that it is the wife who has 
apportioned a greater share of the decision making role. This is 
indicative of her growing clout in the family, perhaps because she 
herself is one of the contributors to common family 'income pot'. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV«&Children>Spouse): The 
instances of husband/wife coalition formation with the children were 
found to be quite low (SEF=10.11% & DEF=13.43%). This perhaps 
can be explained in the light of growing clout of wife in dual earning 
families. With the husband surrendering his dominance and her role 
being greater acknowledged, perhaps there is no need for her to look to 
children as collaborators at the idea initiation stage for the product. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): In comparison to 
parents the children were found to be playing an insignificant role at 
this stage in case of refrigerator (SEF=2.24% and DEF=1.49%). Again 
the slight drop can be explained from the point of view of growing 
clout of the wife and she edging out children in the process. 
The analysis above (section 1.1) and the high x value of 14.424(df=5, 
p=0.0131) comprehensively establishes that there exists a relationship 
between the type of family and the level of involvement of family members in 
idea initiation stage for refrigerator. Thus, the null hypothesis HQH stands 
rejected. 
1.2) Information Collection Stage [Table 4.1(a) & Fig. 4.1.12] 
At the aggregate level, the abnormally high value of x (42.69; df=5, p=4.2E-
8) is indicative of significant variation between the two types of families 
during the information collection stage. But it will be worthwhile to analyse 
these differences vis-a-vis the involvement of various family members. 
1. Joint Decision Family (H=W=C): In case of single earning families 
there is a minor but perceptible shift in the direction of joint family 
decision making. 
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2. Husband Dominant Family: There is three-fold reduction in the 
influence wielded by the male bread earner in case of dual earning 
families. This is indicative of the onset of decline in the influence 
wielded by the husband. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: The excessive influence wielded by 
husbands in single earning families is a clear indicator of the subdued 
role of housewife during this stage. But in case of dual earning families 
the female seems to be striking back with a vengeance and in 23% of 
the families the wife held sway. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
The trend established during the idea initiation phase seems to continue 
during this phase, though the level of parental egalitarianism as 
compared to the idea initiation stage seems to be less. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): In 
case of SEF, parent children coalitions were found to exist in 24% of 
the families while this value dropped to 12% in case of dual earning 
families. This drop can largely be explained in the light of significantly 
higher number of families reporting wife dominance. Thus, it can be 
inferred that in single earning families it is the wife who must have 
been the parent acting in association with the children in collecting 
relevant information about refrigerator. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): There is a definite 
decline in the role played by the children during this phase. Just 3% of 
the dual earning families reported instances of children dominance in 
information collection whereas this figure was 7% in case of single 
earning families. The increase in wife dominance during this phase 
further supports the findings. 
The analysis above (section 1.2) and the significantly high % value of 42.69 
(df=5, p=4.26E-08) comprehensively establishes that there exists a 
relationship between the type of family and the level of involvement of family 
members in information collection stage for refrigerator. Thus, the null 
hypothesis Hoj2 stands rejected. 
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1.3) Final Decision Stage [Table 4.1(a) & Fig. 4.1.13] 
At the aggregate level, the % value (17.02; df=5, p=0.0044) is indicative of 
significant variation in between the two types of families during the final 
decision stage. The differences between the roles played by various family 
members are given below: 
1. Joint Decision Family: There is a significant shift in the direction 
of joint family decision making during this stage. There is nearly a 
three-fold jump in the families reporting equal involvement of all 
the family members. This trend should be seen in the light of the 
fact that the wife is herself a contributor to the family income, is 
better educated (it can be inferred as she is employed), confident 
and perhaps, thus, better aware of the market. With negligible 
number of families reporting any role played by children during the 
final decision phase, it can be safely inferred that it is primarily a 
husband-wife affair. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: The declining influence of the 
husband should be seen in the light of growing trend towards 
parental egalitarianism. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: Though there is a two-fold increase in the 
number of families reporting prevalence of wife dominance in case 
of dual earning families, yet their number was found to be too low 
to warrant ftirther attention. The prevalence of joint decision 
making during this phase perhaps obviates the need for the wife to 
assert her role independently. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
The drop in the number of families reporting this type of influence 
can be explained in the light of numerous instances of joint decision 
making. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAVi&ChiIdren>Spouse): 
The number of families reporting this type of involvement of 
family members was found to be quite low (12% for SEF and 13% 
for DEF). It should be noted that high levels of parental 
egalitarianism reported during this phase are indicative of relatively 
less involvement of children. 
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6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): Just 2% of the 
single earning families reported dominance of children and their 
role all together vanishes in case of dual earning families. 
The analysis above (section 1.3) comprehensively establishes that there exists 
a relationship between the type of family and the level of involvement of 
family members final decision phase for refrigerator. Thus, the null 
hypothesis Hon stands rejected. 
I (B): Sub-decisions for Refrigerator 
1.21) Sub-Decision: "Amount to be spent" [Table 4.1(b) & Fig. 4.1.21] 
At the aggregate level, the X value (17.27; df=4, p=0.00171) was found to be 
significant indicating differences between the observations for the two types 
of families. 
1. Joint Decision Family: In case of single earning families, just 13% 
of them reported the equal involvement of all the family members. 
There was a slight shift in favour of parental egalitarianism in case 
of dual earning families with 22% of them reporting in its favour. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Nearly 60% of the households in 
case of single earning families reported instances of husband 
dominance while this figure was just 32% for dual earning families. 
This decline in the unilateral dominance of husbands in dual 
earning families can be explained in the light of increasing 
egalitarianism reported during this phase. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: Few instances of wife dominance 
reported by both the single and dual earning families can partly be 
explained by the increasing trend towards parental egalitarianism 
evident in dual earning families and partly by the traditional setup 
in Indian households where the male earning member has a greater 
say in financial matters. 
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Fig 4.1.21:- Sub-Decision: Amount to be Spent (Refrigerator) 
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4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
A two-fold jump in this type of decision making pattern is evident 
from the data. This is again indicative of the level playing field 
enjoyed by the wife in case of dual earning families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&CliiIdren>Spouse): 
Few instances of parent children associations were reported by both 
single earning (9%) and dual earning families (3%). It is supportive 
of the fact that children definitely do not have any major say in 
financial matters. 
6. Children Dominant Family (ChiIdren>Parents): None of the 
families reported instances of children dominance. 
The analysis above (section 1.21) an the high % value of 17.27 (df=4, 
p=0.0171) comprehensively establishes that there exists a relationship 
between the type of family and the level of involvement of family members 
during the sub-decision pertaining to the amount to be spent in refrigerator 
purchase. Thus, the null hypothesis HQM stands rejected. 
1.22) Sub-Decision: When to purchase? [Table 4.1(b) & Fig. 4.1.22] 
At the aggregate level, the x value (11.068, df=4, p=0.025) is indicative of 
significant differences between the observations for the single earning and 
dual earning families. 
1. Joint Decision Family: In case of single earning families, 31% of 
them reported the equal involvement of all the family members as 
far as the decision regarding when to purchase the refrigerator was 
concerned. There was a definite shift in favour of equal 
involvement of all family members in case of dual earning families 
with 48% of them reporting joint family decision making. This 
indicates that the apart from the husband, other family members too 
are involved in deciding on the timing of purchase of refrigerator. 
Further, low values for children dominance support the contention 
that the wife in dual earning families has a greater say in deciding 
on the timing of the purchase. 
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2. Husband Dominant Family: Nearly 52% of the households in 
case of single earning families reported instances of husband 
dominance while this figure was about 30% for dual earning 
families. This decline in the unilateral dominance of husbands for 
dual earning families can be explained in the light of increasing 
involvement of all the family members and that too on an equal 
plane. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: Few instances of wife dominance 
reported by both the single earning and dual earning families can 
partly be explained in the light of increasing shift towards family 
egalitarianism. So it can be safely surmised that wife does not act in 
isolation from other family members (primarily husband in this 
case) and rather it seems to be a collaborative effort involving both 
husband and wife and to a limited extent the children. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
A two-fold jump in this type of influence is evident from the data. 
Though in absolute terms the reported instances are not very many 
but still the variation is significant. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV«&Children>Spouse): 
Few instances of parent children associations were reported by both 
single earning (5%) and dual earning families (3%). It is supportive 
of the fact that children are definitely not having any major say in 
deciding on the timing of purchase. Otherwise too, it is apparent 
from the overall trends that children are not highly involved during 
this sub-decision. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): None of the 
families reported instances of children dominance. 
The analysis above (section 1.22) comprehensively establishes that there 
exists a relationship between the type of family and the level of involvement of 
family members during the sub-decision pertaining to the the timing of 
refrigerator purchase. Thus, the null hypothesis HQIS stands rejected. 
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1.23) Sub-Decision: "Brand to purchase" [Table 4.1(b) & Fig. 4.1.23] 
At the aggregate level, the insignificant x value is indicative of absence of 
significant differences between the observations for the single earning and 
dual earning families. But a closer look at this sub-decision is warranted. 
1. Joint Decision Family: In case of single earning families, 24% of 
them reported the equal involvement of all the family members as 
far as the decision regarding the brand to purchase was concerned. 
There was a slight shift in favour of family egalitarianism in case of 
dual earning families with 37% of them reporting instances of joint 
family decision making. This indicates that the apart from the 
husband, other family members too are involved in deciding on the 
brand of refrigerator. Further, comparatively higher occurrences of 
children dominance support the contention that the parents are not 
solely responsible in deciding on the brand to be purchased. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Just \% of the households in case of 
single earning families reported instances of husband dominance 
while it is 0% in case of dual earning families. Such a scenario is 
indicative of low husband involvement in this sub-decision. The job 
of deciding on the brand has perhaps been left out for the mother 
and children. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: In comparison to single earning families 
there is a slight increase in instances of wife dominance for dual 
earning families. This can be explained in the light of the wife 
being better educated and aware of the various alternatives 
available in the market. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
Though the reported instances are few, the husband-wife 
involvement remains fairly uniform in both types of families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (H/W&Children>Spouse):In 
case of single earning families about 45% of the households 
reported this form of influence in decision making. Interestingly, 
there is a drop in the reported instances in case of dual earning 
families. This drop should be viewed in the light of shift towards 
egalitarianism and also the increase in unilateral wife dominance. 
So instead of the coalition that the housewife must have formed 
with the children in case of single earning families, her role in 
isolation of the rest seems to have increased in case of dual earning 
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families. Further, the higher occurrence of this form of influence in 
case of single earning families (with low husband dominance) 
clearly indicates that both wife and children are highly brand 
conscious. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): The reported 
instances are nearly comparable in case of both single earning 
families and dual earning families. Though the reported instances 
are few, yet they are indicative of the involvement of children in 
evaluating alternatives vis-a-vis brand. 
The analysis above (section 1.23) comprehensively establishes that there is no 
relationship between the type of family and the level of involvement of family 
members during the sub-decision pertaining to the brand of refrigerator. 
Thus, the null hypothesis H016 is accepted. 
1.24) Sub-Decision: "Which size to purchase" [Table 4.1(b) & Fig. 4.1.241 
At the aggregate level, the high y^ value (27.58; df=5, p=4.38E-05) is 
indicative of significant differences between the observations for the single 
earning and dual earning families. 
1. Joint Decision Family: In case of single earning families, 18% of 
them reported the equal involvement of all the family members. But 
there is a definite shift in favour of family egalitarianism in case of 
dual earning families with 34% of them reporting instances of joint 
family decision making. This indicates that other family members 
too are involved in deciding on the size of refrigerator. Further, 
comparatively higher instances of children dominance support the 
contention that the parents are not solely responsible in deciding on 
the size to be purchased. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: With nearly 26% of the single 
earning households reporting husband dominance and this number 
dropping to just 4% in case of dual earning families and the 
consequent increase in the figures depicting increased wife 
dominance, it is evident that the wife's role seems to have increased 
during this sub-decision. 
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3. Wife Dominant Family: In comparison to single earning families 
(18%) there is a two-fold increase in instances of wife dominance 
for dual earning families (34%). This is a pointer to the wife 
asserting her independent identity and herself taking up the task of 
deciding on the size. Otherwise too, the wife best knows what 
should be the size of such appliance keeping in mind the storage 
requirements of the family. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
There is in fact a decrease in the reported instances of this form of 
family member involvement. This trend is supported by increase in 
instances of family egalitarianism and unilateral wife dominance. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse):In 
case of single earning families about 20% of the households 
reported this kind of involvement of the family members in 
decision making. Interestingly, there is a sudden drop in the 
reported instances in case of dual earning families (6%). This drop 
should again be viewed in the light of shift towards family 
egalitarianism and also the increase in wife dominance. Further, 
observations suggest that it must have been the housewife forming 
coalition with the children to influence the sub-decision regarding 
size of the refrigerator in case of single earning families families. It 
is obvious that the need for such coalitions must have been obviated 
in case of dual earning families where she has begun to assert her 
independent identity. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): Nearly 12% of 
the dual earning families reported instances of children dominance 
during this sub-decision. Though the reported instances are few, yet 
they are indicative of the involvement of children in evaluating 
alternatives vis-a-vis brand. The slight increase in children 
dominance during this phase can be explained keeping in mind the 
fact that working parents might be succumbing to time pressure and 
perhaps taking active help of teenagers in this phase. 
The analysis above (section 1.24) and the high value of\ value (27.58; df=5, 
p=4.38E-05) comprehensively establishes that there is indeed a relationship 
between the type of family and the level of involvement of family members 
during the sub-decision pertaining to the size of refrigerator. Thus, the null 
hypothesis HQI? is rejected. 
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Fig 4.1.24:- Sub-Decision: Which Size ? (Refrigerator) 
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Fig 4.1.25:- Sub-Decision: What Colour ? (Refrigerator) 
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Fig 4.1.26:- Sub-Decision: From Where ? (Refrigerator) 
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1.25) Sub-Decision: "Which colour?" [Table 4.1(b) & Fig. 4.1.25] 
At the aggregate level, the x value (11.60; df=5, p=0.04057) is indicative of 
significant differences between the observations for the single earning and 
dual earning families. 
1. Joint Decision Family: The instances of involvement of all the 
family members during this sub-decision are abysmally low. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: NegUgible number of families of 
both types reported instances of husband dominance. These 
observations should be viewed in conjunction with numerous 
instances of wife dominance, in both types of families and greater 
tendency of the both the housewife and working wife to form 
coalitions with children and higher instances of children 
dominance. Perhaps, the husband in both types of families seems to 
have left this aspect to other members of the family to decide. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: In comparison to single earning families 
(30%) an increase in instances of wife domanance for dual earning 
families (41%) was reported. This is a pointer to the wife asserting 
her independent identity and herself taking up the task of deciding 
on the colour of the refrigerator. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
There was no reported instance of this form of influence in case of 
single earning families while just 3% of dual earning families 
reported its occurrence. This is also evident from low levels of 
husband involvement during this sub-decision. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse):In 
case of single earning families about 46% of the households 
reported this form of influence by the family members in decision 
making. Interestingly, there is a sudden drop in the reported 
instances in case of dual earning families (25%). This drop should 
be viewed in the light of shift towards wife dominance and also the 
greater (independent) participation of children. Further, 
observations suggest that it must have been the housewife forming 
coalition with the children to influence the sub-decision regarding 
colour of the refrigerator in case of single earning families. It is 
obvious that the need for such coalitions must have been obviated 
in case of dual earning families where she has begun to assert her 
independent identity and her dominance is quite evident. 
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6. Children Dominant Family (C!iiIdren>Parents): Nearly 16% of 
the single earning families reported instances of children 
dominance during this sub-decision. While figure jumps to 24% in 
case if dual earning families. This increase can be explained from 
the point of view of low husband involvement as this aspect being 
not related either to functionality or financial aspect of the product 
and also on the basis of dual earning families in general being "time 
poor" and thus acknowledging/delegating this aspect to the 
children. 
The analysis above (section 1.25) and the x value of 11.60 (df=5, 
p=0.04057) comprehensively establishes that there is indeed a relationship 
between the type of family and the level of involvement of family members 
during the sub-decision pertaining to the size of refrigerator. Thus, the null 
hypothesis HQIS is rejected. 
1.26) Sub-Decision: "Which dealer?''[Table 4.1(b) & Fig. 4.1.26] 
At the aggregate level, the x value (18.60; df=5, p=0.04057) is indicative of 
significant differences between the observations for the single earning and 
dual earning families. 
1. Joint Decision Family: The instances of involvement of all the 
family members during this sub-decision are very low. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Nearly 50% of both single earning 
and dual earning families reported instances of husband dominance 
during the vendor selection phase. These observations should be 
viewed in conjunction with very few instances of wife dominance. 
Thus, it is the husband who holds sway in deciding on the vendor. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: In comparison to single earning families 
(2%) there is slight increase in instances of wife dominance for dual 
earning families (7%). This is a pointer to the wife beginning to 
assert her role. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
About 33%) of single earning families reported this form of 
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influence and their number dropped to 13% in case of dual earning 
families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse):In 
case of single earning families just 1% of the households reported 
this form of influence by the family members in decision making. 
Interestingly, there is a sudden increase in the reported instances in 
case of dual earning families (12%). This slight increase should be 
viewed in the light of absence of independent inputs by the children 
in deciding on the vendor in case of single earning families. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): The reported 
instances of children dominance during this sub-decision were very 
few for both the types of families. 
The analysis above (section 1.26) comprehensively establishes that there is 
indeed a relationship between the type of family and the level of involvement 
of family members during the sub-decision pertaining to the vendor selection 
in case of refrigerator. Thus, the null hypothesis Hgig is rejected. 
4.2 Involvement of Family Members in 2-Wheeler Purchase 
II (A): Stages in Decision Making Process 
2.1) Idea Initiation Stage [Table 4.2(a) & Fig.4.2.11] 
1. Joint Decision Family: A negligible number of single earning families 
(2%) reported instances of joint family decision making during the idea 
initiation stage in case of refrigerator. While in case of dual earning 
families there was a slight increase (7%). 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance in case of single 
earning families was quite high (40%) while for dual earning families 
there was slight decrease in this value (34%). From the observations it 
appears that the husbands hold sway during this phase in both types of 
families. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: There were no reported cases of wife 
dominance from both types of families. 
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Fig 4.2.11:- Family Involvement in Idea Initiation (2-Wheeler) 
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4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
This form of influence too seems to be practically absent in both types 
of families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV«&ChiIdren>Spouse): The 
instances of husband/wife coalition formation with the children were 
found to be quite high (SEF=32% & DEF=37%). This perhaps can be 
explained in the light of dominant role of husbands and practical 
absence of inputs on part of the wife. The higher instances of children 
dominance and absence of reported cases of unilateral wife dominance 
indicate that the children seem to be acting as a group along with their 
fathers during this phase. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): The children seem 
to playing a significant role at this stage in case of 2-wheeler 
(SEF=25% and DEF=21%). Such a scenario can be explained in the 
light of growing use of 2-wheeler by the children themselves. 
But at the aggregate level the variations are insignificant fx —4.24) and there 
is no relationship between the type of family and the level of involvement of 
family members in idea initiation stage for 2-wheeler. Thus, the null 
hypothesis H021 stands accepted. 
2.2) Information Collection Stage [Table 4.2(a) & Fig. 4.2.12J 
1. Joint Decision Family (H=W=C): A negligible number of single 
earning families (7%) reported instances of family egalitarianism 
during the information collection stage in case of 2-wheeler. While in 
case of dual earning families there was a three-fold increase (25%). 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported in 
19% of single earning families while in case of dual earning families 
there was slight decrease in the number of reported cases (12%). Thus, 
the husband continues to hold sway, though to a lesser extent in case of 
dual earning families. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: There were practically no reported cases of 
unilateral wife dominance from both types of families. 
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4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Chilciren): 
This form of influence too seems to be practically absent in both types 
of families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&ChiIdren>Spouse): The 
instances of husband/wife coalition formation with the children were 
found to be quite high (SEF=28% & DEF=35%). This, perhaps, can 
be explained in the light of dominant role of husbands and practical 
absence of inputs on part of the wife. The higher instances of children 
dominance and absence of reported cases of wife dominance indicate 
that it is the children who seem to be acting in colloboration with their 
fathers during this phase. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): The children seem 
to be playing a significant role at this stage in case of 2-wheeler 
(SEF=42% and DEF=20%). The decrease in the role of children in 
case of dual earning families can be explained in the light of higher 
occurrences of husband-children coalition formation in case of dual 
earning families. 
The analysis above (section 2.2) and significant X value (17.88; df=5, 
p=0.003) comprehensively establishes that there is indeed a relationship 
between the type of family and the level of involvement of family members in 
information collection stage in case of 2-wheeler. Thus, the null hypothesis 
Ho22 is rejected. 
2.3) Final Decision Stage [Table 4.2(a) & Fig. 4.2.13] 
1. Joint Decision Family (H=W=C): A negligible number of single 
earning families (3%) reported instances of equal participation of all 
the family members during the information collection stage in case of 
2-wheeler. While in case of dual earning families there is nearly a 
three-fold increase (18%). This is indicative of growing role of the 
entire family in deciding on the 2-wheeler purchase. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Numerous instances of husband 
dominance were reported in case of single earning families (66%) 
while in case of dual earning families there was sharp decline in the 
number of reported cases (35%). Thus, the husband's dominance 
appears to be challenged during this stage. It should also be seen in the 
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light of collaborative decision making pattern (involving husband-wife 
dyad) which is evident during this phase. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: There were practically no reported cases of 
unilateral wife dominance from both types of families. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Chil(lren): 
This form of influence seems to be gaining ground in case of dual 
earning families (29%). The few instances of this form of influence in 
case of single earning families during this stage are supported by 
higher reported instances of husband dominance. Observations further 
suggest that the influence of wife in coalition with the other partner 
seems to be marked. These are suggestive of increasing role of wife 
during the final decision stage even in case of a male oriented product 
like 2-wheeler. 
5. Parent-Cliildren Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): The 
instances of husband/wife coalition formation with the children were 
found to be significant (26%) in case of single earning families. While 
in case of dual earning families there is a fall in the number of such 
reported cases (16%). The high occurrences of parental egalitarianism 
in case of dual earning families suggests that the role of children seems 
to have been completely sidelined by the wife. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): There were no 
reported instances of children dominance in both type of families. This 
is indicative of the fact that it is a crucial decision stage and parental 
dominance must be overshadowing their influence. 
The analysis above (section 2.3) and high % value (35.84; df=4, p=3.107E-
07) comprehensively establishes that there is indeed a relationship between 
the type of family and the level of involvement of family members in final 
decision stage in case of 2-wheeler. Thus, the null hypothesis H023 is rejected. 
I (B): Sub-decisions for 2-WheeIer 
2.21) Sub-Decision: ''Amount to be spent?"[Table 4.2(b) & Fig. 4.2.21 J 
At the aggregate level, the % value (17.193; df=3, p=0.0064) is indicative of 
significant differences between the observations for the single earning and 
dual earning families. 
1. Joint Decision Family (H=W=C): The instances of involvement 
of all the family members during this sub-decision are almost 
negligible. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Instances of husband dominance 
were reported by 81% of the single earning families while this 
figure was about 63% in case of dual earning families. This 
decrease in husband dominance in case of single earning families 
should be seen in the light of coming into prominence of husband 
& wife dominant family during this phase. This is indicative of the 
slight increase in the role played by the wife in dual earning 
families. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: None of the families reported wife 
dominance during this sub-decision. This complete absence of 
independent role of wife is evident fi-om the fact that a two-wheeler 
is primarily a product of interest to the male breadwinner and in 
some cases grown-up children too. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
None of the single earning families reported the prevalence of this 
form of decision making pattern. While 12% of dual earning 
families reported this form of influence. This is indicative of the 
coming into prominence of the working wife and it also suggests 
that the role played by the children is negligible during this sub-
decision. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (H/W&Children>Spouse): 
In case of single earning families just 17% of the households 
reported this form of influence by the family members in decision 
making. Interestingly, there is a sudden increase in the reported 
instances in case of dual earning families (24%). This is evident 
from the fact that there is a decrease in husband dominance and 
corresponding increase in husband & wife dominant families. It is 
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suggestive of the increase in the role played by the wife during this 
sub-decision previously considered to be a male bastion. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): There were no 
reported instances of children dominance during this sub-decision. 
This is otherwise too evident from the peculiar socio-economic 
setup found in India where the children are generally not gainfully 
employed and consequently their influence during this stage is 
minimal. 
The analysis above (section 2.21) and the high % value of 17.193 (df=3, 
p=0.0064) comprehensively establishes that there is indeed a relationship 
between the type of family and the level of involvement of family members 
during the sub-decision pertaining to the amount to be spent during two-
wheeler purchase. Thus, the null hypothesis H024 is rejected. 
2.22) Sub-Decision: "When to purchase?" [Table 4.2(b) & Fig. 4.2.22] 
At the aggregate level, the % value (18.288; df=5, p=0.0026) is indicative of 
significant differences between the observations for the single earning and 
dual earning families. 
1. Joint Decision Family: Just 10% of the single earning families 
reported this pattern of decision making. While in case of dual 
earning families this figure takes a quantum jump. These 
observations are to be seen in the light of waning husband 
dominance in case of dual earning families and growing clout of 
wife. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: The instances of husband dominance 
were reported by 37% of the single earning families and this figure 
dropped to 21% in case of dual earning families. This decrease in 
husband dominance in case of dual earning families is indicative of 
coming into prominence of husband & wife dominant family during 
this phase and the slight increase in the involvement of the wife. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: Just 1% of the single earning families 
reported instances of wife dominance. It is interesting to note the 
15 
sudden jump (in comparative sense of the term) in case of dual 
earning families (6%). This trend, if viewed keeping in mind the 
increase husband and wife dominance is suggestive of the 
increasing involvement of wife in an case of a product primarily of 
interest to the male members. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>ChiIdren): 
19% of single earning families reported the prevalence of this form 
of influence in family decision making. While in case of dual 
earning families there is a 8% increase in this form of influence. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
In case of single earning families 32% of the households reported 
this form of influence by the family members in decision making. 
There is a sudden decrease in the reported instances of this form of 
influence in case of dual earning families (17%). This decrease can 
be the result of increase in the number of husband and wife 
dominant families and also the reduction in the reported instances 
of association of wife and children. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): Just 1% of the 
single earning families reported children dominance during this 
sub-decision. While in case of dual earning families this figure was 
4%. This is otherwise too evident from the fact that the parents in 
general and the husband in particular call the shots vis-a-vis the 
timing of the purchase of such big-ticket items. 
The analysis above (section 2.22) comprehensively establishes that there is 
indeed a relationship between the type of family and the level of involvement 
of family members during the sub-decision pertaining to the timing of the 
purchase. Thus, the null hypothesis H025 is rejected. 
2.23) Sub-Decision: "Which brand to purchase?" [Table 4.2(b) & Fig. 4.2.231 
At the aggregate level, the significantly high x value (21.598; df=5, 
p=0.0062) is indicative of significant differences between the observations for 
the single earning and dual earning families. 
1. Joint Decision Family: Just 16% of the single earning families 
reported this pattern of decision making. While in case of dual 
earning families this figure was 27%. When these observations are 
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seen in the light of growing wife dominance and decline in children 
dominant families it becomes amply clear that there is a definite 
shift towards the involvement of more family members on an equal 
footing during this sub-decision. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: The low reportings of husband 
dominance (37%) in case of single earning families further dropped 
to about 3% in case of dual earning families. This decrease in 
husband dominance in case of dual earning families is indicative of 
coming into prominence of parent children dominant family (where 
either of the parents is forming a coalition with the children) during 
this phase and the slight increase in the involvement of the wife. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: None of the single earning families 
reported instances of wife dominance. While in case of dual earning 
families there was a sudden jump (17%). This can largely be 
explained keeping in mind that the wife is herself contributing to 
the family income and perhaps wants the family earnings to be 
justly spent on the best available brand. This finding is all the more 
interesting in the light of the fact that a two-wheeler is primarily a 
product of interest to the male members of the household. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
The reported instances of this type of family in case of both single 
and dual earning families were comparable and few. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV«&Children>Spouse): 
In case of single earning families 37% of the households reported 
this form of influence while there was a decrease in the reported 
instances of this form of influence in case of dual earning families 
(29%). This decrease can be on account of more democratic norms 
being pursued in dual earning families and the increase in the 
independent influence of the working wife. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): 31% of single 
earning families reported children dominance during this sub-
decision. While in case of dual earning families this figure fell to 
17%. This is otherwise too evident from greater tendency towards 
equitable involvement of all the family members rather than 
unilateral dominance of the children. But what is evident from the 
observations is that children do play a significant role in this sub-
decision. 
The high % value (21.598; df=5, p=0.0062) and the analysis above (section 
2.23) comprehensively establishes that there is indeed a relationship between 
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the type of family and the level of involvement of family members during the 
sub-decision pertaining to the brand to be purchased in case of two-wheeler. 
Thus, the null hypothesis H026 is rejected. 
2.24) Sub-Decision: "Which type to purchase?" [Table 4.2(b) & Fig. 4.2.24] 
At the aggregate level, the low \ value (7.20) is indicative of insignificant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual earning 
families. 
1. Joint Decision Family: This pattern of decision making was 
reported by 31% of single earning families. Though the variation is 
insignificant (27%) in case of dual earning families yet the high 
reported instances in both types of families are indicative of 
equitable involvement of all the family members in deciding on the 
type of the two-wheeler to be purchased. It should be noted that 
though the wife or the children may themselves not be using the 
product, yet they may be concerned about the type of two-wheeler 
because they too "use" it as a pillion rider and some of the children 
may themselves be using it for their conveyance and hence their 
interest. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
17% of the single earning families. While in case of dual earning 
families the reported instances were higher (27%). This increase 
should be viewed in the light of decline in children dominant 
families and increase in husband-wife dominant families. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: A two-wheeler being mainly a product of 
interest to the males, instances of wife dominance are virtually non-
existent. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
Few instances of such type of families are indicative of high 
influence wielded by the husband. There was a marginal increase in 
the number of reported instances in case of dual earning families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
In case of single earning families 13% of the households reported 
this form of influence while there was a slight increase in the 
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Fig 4.2.24:- Sub-Decision: What Type ? (2-Wheeler) 
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reported instances of this form of influence in case of dual earning 
families (18%). This increase though minor may be on account of 
more democratic norms being pursued in dual earning families and 
the growing role of the children (this can be inferred as unilateral 
influence of wife is practically absent). 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): In case of 
single earning families 34% of them reported children dominance 
during this sub-decision. While in case of dual earning families this 
figure fell to 21%. This is otherwise too evident from greater 
tendency towards equitable involvement of all the family members 
rather than unilateral dominance of the children. But what can be 
inferred from the observations is that children do play a significant 
role in this sub-decision. 
The low % value (7.20) and the analysis above (section 2.24) 
comprehensively establishes that there is no relationship between the type of 
family and the level of involvement of family members during the sub-decision 
pertaining to the type of two-wheeler to be purchased. Thus, the null 
hypothesis H027 is accepted. 
2.25) Sub-Decision: "What colour?"[Table 4.2(b) & Fig. 4.2.25] 
At the aggregate level, the low x value (4.585) is indicative of insignificant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual earning 
famihes. 
1. Joint Decision Family: This pattern of decision making was 
reported by just 5% of single earning and 10 % of dual earning 
families. The few instances of unilateral husband and wife 
dominance are indicative of pronounced role of the children and 
formation of parent (wife) children associations. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
4% of the single earning and 1% of dual earning families. This is a 
pointer to the fact that male breadwinner is not involved in the 
choice of colour. 
12] 
3. Wife Dominant Family: A two-wheeler being mainly a product of 
interest to the males, instances of wife dominance are quite few. 
But there is uniformity in the responses in case of single earning 
and dual earning families. This is indicative of low unilateral 
involvement of wife in deciding on the colour of the 2-wheeler. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
There were few instances of this form of influence in case of both 
single earning and dual earning families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
In case of both single earning and dual earning families, 46% of the 
households reported this form of influence by the family members 
in decision making. From few occurrences of joint decision making 
and husband dominance in case of the two types of families it can 
be safely surmised that it is the wife acting in collaboration with the 
children during this sub-decision. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): In case of 
single earning families 30% of them reported children dominance 
during this sub-decision. While in case of dual earning families this 
figure was 32%. These observation bring home the point that 
children play a significant role in this sub-decision. 
The low X value (4.585) and the analysis above (section 2.25) 
comprehensively establishes that there is no relationship between the type of 
family and the level of involvement of family members during the sub-decision 
pertaining to the colour of two-wheeler to be purchased. Thus, the null 
hypothesis H028 is accepted. 
2.26) Sub-Decision: "Which dealer (vendor)?"[Table 4.2(b) & Fig. 4.2.26] 
At the aggregate level, the low 5^  value (3.025) is indicative of insignificant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual earning 
families. 
1. Joint Decision Family: This form of decision making is practically 
non-existent in both types of families. 
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2. Husband Dominant Family: 93% of the single earning and 91% 
of dual earning families reported husband dominance. These 
observations indicate that the husband's unilateral influence holds 
sway during this sub-decision. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: None of the families reported wife 
dominance. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
There were very few instances of this form of influence in case of 
both single earning and dual earning families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
The instances of this form of influence are too few to warrant 
attention. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): None of the 
families reported children dominance during this sub-decision. 
The low X value (3.025) and the analysis above (section 2.26) 
comprehensively establishes that there is no relationship between the type of 
family and the level of involvement of family members during the sub-decision 
pertaining to the selection of the dealer vis-a-vis two-wheeler to be 
purchased. Thus, the null hypothesis H029 is accepted. 
4.3 Involvement of Family Members in Music System Purchase 
n i (A): Stages in Decision Making Process 
3.11) Idea Initiation Stage [Table 4.3(a) & Fig. 4.3.11] 
1. Joint Decision Family: A negligible number of single earning families 
(2%) and none of the dual earning families reported this kind of 
decision making pattern. This can largely be explained on account of 
predominant role being played by the children during this stage. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance in case of single 
earning families stood at 20% while for dual earning families this was 
6%. Thus, it appears that despite the aggressive involvement of 
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children during this stage, the male breadwinner still has some role to 
play and is not all together sidelined. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: There were very few reported instances of 
wife dominance during this stage in both single earning and dual 
earning families. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Cliildren): 
This form of influence was reported by 9% of the single earning and 
none of the dual earning families. From the few reported instances of 
wife dominance it can be surmised that apart from the children, 
husband is the only other family member who is involved during this 
stage. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV«&Children>Spouse): The 
reported instances of husband/wife coalition formation with the 
children were found to be few. This can be explained in the light of 
low husband involvement and absence of wife involvement and 
unilateral role of children. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): About 61% of the 
single earning families reported children dominance during this phase. 
While this figure rose to 87% in case of dual earning families. The rise 
in children dominance in case of dual earning families can be due to 
increased time pressure on the parents and relatively low interest in an 
item like music system. So we can safely infer that idea initiators in 
case of music system are primarily the children. 
The analysis above and the % value of 12.62 (df=5, p=0.02722) establishes 
that there exists a relationship between the type of family and the level of 
involvement of family members in idea initiation stage for music system. Thus, 
the null hypothesis HQSI stands rejected. 
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Fig 4.3.11:- Family Involvement in Idea Intitiation (IVIusic System) 
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Fig 4.3.12:- Family Involvement in Information Collection (M S) 
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Fig 4.3.13:- Family Involvement in Final Decision (IVIusic System) 
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3.12) Information Collection Stage [Table 4.3(a) & Fig. 4.3.12] 
At an aggregate level the low chi-square value (3.67) is indicative of 
insignificant variation in observation for the two types of families. But still 
the role being played by different family members deserves a closer look. 
1. Joint Decision Family: A negligible number of single earning families 
(1%) none of the dual earning families reported instances of this kind 
of decision making pattern. This can largely be explained on account 
of significant role being played by the children during this stage. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance in case of single 
earning and dual earning families stood at a meager 3%. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: There were few reported cases of wife 
dominance during this stage in both single earning and dual earning 
families. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Cliildren): 
This form of influence too was reported by just 2% of the single 
earning and none of dual earning families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): The 
reported instances of husband/wife coalition formation with the 
children were found to be quite high (32%) in case of single earning 
families and 44% in case of dual earning families. This can be 
explained in the light of low unilateral husband and wife involvement 
and absence of joint family decision making. It appears that there is a 
increased tendency in case of both types of families for parents to form 
coalitions with the children in the household during this stage of the 
decision making process. Thus, apart from collaborating with each 
other, the children are not averse to forming associations with either of 
the parents during this stage. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): About 59% of the 
single earning families 51% of dual earning families reported instances 
of children dominance during this stage. The children dominance in 
case of both types of families can be due to increased time pressure on 
the parents and it is an item of little interest to the parents. So we can 
safely infer that the children actively participate in the information 
collection phase in case of music system. 
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On the basis of analysis above and the low x value (3.76) we can surmise 
that there does not exist a relationship between the type of family and the 
level of involvement of family members in information collection stage for 
music system. Thus, the null hypothesis H032 stands accepted. 
3.13) Final Decision Stage [Table 4.3(a) & Fig.4.3.13] 
At an aggregate level the high chi-square value of 11.57 (df=5, p=0.0411) is 
indicative of significant variation in observations for the two types of 
families. 
1. Joint Decision Family: A negligible number of single earning 
families (1%) reported instances of joint family decision making 
during the information collection stage in case of music system. In 
case of dual earning families too this pattern of family member 
involvement was found to exist in case of 3% of the families. This 
can largely be explained on account of significant role being played 
by the children during this stage and also because music system is 
of little interest to other members of the family. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
27% of single earning families and just 8% of dual earning 
families. In comparison to information collection stage there is a 
pronounced positive shift in the role played by the husband. Thus, 
we can safely surmise that the critical decision regarding the final 
selection from the available alternatives has a strong husband 
component. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: There were very few reported cases of 
wife dominance during this stage in both single earning and dual 
earning families. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
This form of influence was reported by just 2% of the single 
earning and none of dual earning families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
The reported instances of husband/wife coalition formation with the 
children were found to be quite high (29%) in case of single 
earning families and they further rose to 34% in case of dual 
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earning families. This can be explained in the light of low unilateral 
husband and wife involvement and absence of joint family decision 
making. It appears that there is a pronounced tendency in case of 
both types of families for the parents to form associations with the 
children during this stage of the decision making process. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): About 39% of 
the single earning families and 51% of dual earning families 
reported instances of children dominance during this stage. The 
children dominance in case of both types of families can be due to 
increased time pressure on the parents and it is also a fact that it is 
an item of less interest to the parents in comparison to the children. 
Further we should not lose sight of the fact that music system is 
comparatively inexpensive item and the financial risk associated 
with it is quite low. 
On the basis of analysis above and the high % value (11.57, df=5, 
p=0.0411) we can surmise that there does exist a relationship between 
the type of family and the level of involvement of family members in 
final decision stage for music system. Thus, the null hypothesis Hon 
stands rejected. 
Ill (B): Sub-decisions for Music System 
3.21) Sub-Decision: "Amount to be spent?"[Table 4.3(b) & Fig. 4.3.21 J 
At the aggregate level, the significantly high x value (39.47) is indicative of 
differences in observations for the single earning and dual earning families. 
1. Joint Decision Family (H=W=C): Only about 7% of the single 
earning families reported instances of equal participation of all the 
family members during this sub-decision while in case of dual 
earning families this figure stood at 32%. Music system being a low 
risk item — financially, the involvement of children and the wife 
during this sub-decision is not surprising. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
57% of the single earning and 25% of dual earning families. The 
sudden drop in the unilateral influence wielded by the husband is 
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worth noting. This can largely be explained in the light of growing 
dominance of working wife during this sub-decision. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: Just 2% of the single earning families 
reported instances of wife dominance, while this figure rose to 9% 
in case of dual earning families. On account of her being a 
contributor to the family "income pot" it appears that she must be 
having at least some say in case of relatively inexpensive item like 
music system. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
There is were few reportings (4%) of this form of influence in case 
of single earning families. In case of dual earning families this 
figure rose to 14%. Thus, it is evident that there is a growing trend 
in favour of equal influence wielded by the spouses in case of dual 
earning families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
Just 23% of single earning families reported the occurrence of this 
type of influence. Since husband is unilaterally holding sway 
during this phase, it must be the wife forming a coalition with the 
children in case of single earning families. The dramatic drop in 
this form of influence in case of dual earning families should be 
seen in the light of growing trend towards joint family decision 
making. The prevalence of joint decision making may have perhaps 
obviated the need for the children to form coalition with their 
mothers to attain their goal. Further, due to higher disposable 
income in case of dual earning families, parents may not be averse 
to willingly succumb to the desires of their children. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Farents): Just 5% of the 
single earning families reported this form of influence. While this 
figure stood at about 11% in case of dual earning families. The 
growing role of children during this sub-decision (which is 
financially oriented) can largely be explained on account of the 
higher disposable income of the family. 
The high % value (39.427) and the analysis above (section 3.21) 
comprehensively establishes that there exists a relationship between the type 
of family and the level of involvement of family members during the sub-
decision pertaining to the amount to be spent in case of music system. Thus, 
the null hypothesis H034 stands rejected. 
130 
?^ 00 
o 
A 
U 
O 0\ 
t ^ m 
^ 
0\ 
0 0 T T 
• * 
o 
o 
00 
A ON 0 0 00 d 
^ o 
o 
00 
(N lO 
0) 
u 
> 
1^ 
Q 
a 
^ 
Q 
c« 
00 
o 
<N 
0\ 
ON 
>^  
rz3 & 
a tK< 
« H 
o 
a 
>> 
H 
M 
a 
^o 
v> 
u V 
•o 
oci f 
a «^  
'o II 
u — R a [»J ~::r 
« ^ 
.S R 
y) b 
o 
o> 
^ 
o 
o 
VO 
0 0 
<N 
UD ^  
o o 
S ii 
r4 
(N 
o 
VO 
(N 
a ^ 
"is 
.2 « (/3 tbi 
00 
00 
0\ 
o 
0 0 
<N 
(N 
00 
oo 
^ CN 
01) •« 
.9 II 
1 S 
a 9t 
OO 
fN 
CUD 2 ? 
S '-
.s « 
o 
o 
o 
^ J ' 
1 2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
W 
00 
ON 
Q . 
u 
c 
T3 
C O 
O 
ON 
ON 
r«^ CO Q . 
c 
o 
'S 
Ml 
II 
03 
C 
O 
'S 
o 
Fig 4.3.21:- Sub-Decision: Amount to be Spent (Music Systen^) 
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Fig 4.3.22:- Sub-Decision: When to Purchase? (Music System) 
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Fig 4.3.23:- Sub-Decision: Which Brand ? (Music System) 
0) 
O) 
m 
c 
a u 
o> 
OL 
90 
80-
70 
6 0 -
50 • 
4 0 -
30-
20 
10 
0 . -
-
- - -
JD 
—-
_- _-
— 
^ 
HD 
-
-
r^ -^ 
WD H=W>C 
Level of Influence 
' • ' ' 
_ 
= 
-
5 
H/W&C>S C>P 
BSEF 
• DEF 
132 
3.22) Sub-Decision: "When to purchase?" [Table 3 (b) & Fig. 3.22J 
At the aggregate level, the low % value (4.81) is indicative of insignificant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual earning 
families with respect to the sub-decision "when to purchase" in case of music 
system. 
1. Joint Decision Family: The instances of equal involvement of all 
the family members were found to be negligible in case of both 
single and dual earning families. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
17% of the single earning families and 15% of dual earning 
families. Thus the unilateral influence wielded by the husband is 
fairly uniform in case of both types of families. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: Just 2% of the single and dual earning 
families reported wife dominance during this sub-decision. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
There were few (2%) instances of this form of influence in case of 
single earning families and this figure fell to 0% in case of dual 
earning families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
About 30% of single earning and 47% of dual earning families 
reported the occurrence of this type of influence in decision 
making. Few instances of unilateral wife dominance in both types 
of families are indicative of greater involvement of wife in 
association with the children during this stage. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): 45% of the 
single earning families reported this form of influence. While this 
figure stood at about 34% in case of dual earning families. These 
are indicative of continued influence wielded by the children in 
both types of families. 
The low X value (4.81) and the analysis above (section 3.22) 
comprehensively establishes that there does not exist any relationship 
between the type of family and the level of involvement of family members 
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during the sub-decision 'when to purchase' in case of music system. Thus, the 
null hypothesis H035 stands accepted. 
3.23) Sub-Decision: "Which brand to purchase?" [Table 4.3(b) & Fig. 4.3.23] 
At the aggregate level, the high % value (20.774) is indicative of significant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual earning 
families with respect to the sub-decision "which brand to purchase" in case of 
music system. 
1. Joint Decision Family: Instances of equal involvement of all the 
family members were found to be negligible in case of both single 
and dual earning families. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
just 1% of the single earning families and 10% of dual earning 
families. Thus, the unilateral influence wielded by the husband 
though less in absolute terms does exist and is in fact more 
pronounced in case of dual earning families. This should be seen in 
the light of the waning wife dominance in dual earning families. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: Just 6% of the single earning families 
reported wife dominance during this sub-decision while none of the 
dual earning families reported the presence of this form of 
influence. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
None of the families reported the occurrence of this form of 
influence. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
About 33% of single earning families report the occurrence of this 
type of influence in family decision making. While this figure 
slides to 8% in case of dual earning families. It appears that higher 
disposable income in case of dual earning families must have 
obviated the need for the children to form associations with either 
of the parent. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): 56% of the 
single earning families reported this form of influence. This figure 
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stood at 82% in case of dual earning families. The increase in 
reporting of children dominant families on the sub-decision related 
to brand is indicative of the growing role of children vis-a-vis brand 
in case of consumer products. 
The high % value (20.774) and the analysis above (section 3.23) 
comprehensively establishes that there does exist a relationship between the 
type of family and the level of involvement of family members during the sub-
decision 'which brand to purchase' in case of music system. Thus, the null 
hypothesis HQJS stands rejected. 
3.24) Sub-Decision: "Which model?"[Table 4.3(b) & Fig.4.3.24] 
At the aggregate level, the high % value (10.61) is indicative of significant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual earning 
families with respect to the sub-decision "which model to purchase" in case of 
music system. 
1. Joint Decision Family: Instances of equal involvement of all the 
family members were negligible in case of both single and dual 
earning families. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
just 10% of the single earning families and 24% of dual earning 
families. Thus, the unilateral influence wielded by the husband 
though less in absolute terms does exist and is in fact more 
pronounced in case of dual earning families. This should be seen in 
the light of near absence of wife dominance in dual earning 
families. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: Wife dominance was found to be 
negligible in case of both single (2%) and dual earning families 
(0%). These figures suggest that wife is not very much interested in 
the model of the music system and has perhaps left it for the 
children and the husband to decide. 
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4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husban(l=Wife>Children): 
None of the families reported the occurrence of this form of 
influence. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
About 7% of single earning families reported the occurrence of this 
type of influence in decision making. While this figure rose to 15% 
in case of dual earning families. The near absence of wife 
dominance and also low occurrence of joint family involvement is 
indicative of formation of coalition between wife and children on 
this sub-decision in case of dual earning families. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): About 77% of 
the single earning families report the occurence of this form of 
influence. This figure dropped to 59% in case of dual earning 
families. This drop in the influence wielded by the children should 
be seen in the light of growing husband dominance and rise in 
reported instances of parent children associations. 
The high % value (10.61) and the analysis above (section 3.24) 
comprehensively establishes that there does exist a relationship between the 
type of family and the level of involvement of family members during the sub-
decision 'which model to purchase' in case of music system. Thus, the null 
hypothesis HQJJ stands rejected. 
3.25) Sub-Decision: "Which dealer?"[Table 4.3(b) & Fig. 4.3.25] 
At the aggregate level, the high X value {22.1 A) is indicative of significant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual earning 
families with respect to the sub-decision. 
1. Joint Decision Family: Instances of equal involvement of all the 
family members were found to be negligible in case of both single 
and dual earning families. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Just A\% of the single earning 
families and about 70% of dual earning families reported husband 
dominance. Thus, the unilateral influence wielded by the husband 
was substantial in single earning families and markedly pronounced 
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in case of dual earning families. Thus, we can safely surmise that it 
is the husband who plays a dominant role in deciding on the vendor 
even in case of relatively inexpensive item like music system. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: The reported instances of wife dominance 
were found to be 17% in case of single earning families and just 1% 
in case of dual earning families. Perhaps because of her other 
professional obligations the wife may be hard pressed for time and 
may not be playing a dominant role anymore. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
About 17% of single earning families reported instances of this 
type of influence. This figure dropped to 6% in case of dual earning 
families. These findings are supported by the large instances of 
husband dominance in case of dual earning families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
About 19% of single earning families reported the occurrence of 
parent-children dominant families. While this figure marginally 
dropped to 12% in case of dual earning families. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents). Just 3% of the 
single earning families reported the occurrence of this form of 
influence. This figure was about 9% in case of dual earning 
families. 
The high x value (22.7) and the analysis above (section 3.25) 
comprehensively establishes that there does exist a relationship between the 
type of family and the level of involvement of family members during the sub-
decision 'which dealer' in case of music system. Thus, the null hypothesis 
Ho38 Stands rejected. 
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4.4 Involvement of Family Members in 4-Wheeler Purchase 
IV (A): Stages in Decision Making Process 
4.11) Idea Initiation Stage [Table 4.4(a) & Fig. 4.4.11] 
At the aggregate level, the low x value (4.67) is indicative of insignificant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual 
earning families with respect to the idea initiation stage in case four-
wheeler. 
1. Joint Decision Family (H=W=C): A substantial number of single 
earning families (34%) reported instances of joint family decision 
making during the idea initiation stage. While in case of dual earning 
families this kind of decision making pattern was acknowledged by 
40% of the households. Thus, it is interesting to note that a trend in 
favuour of democratic style of decision making whereby all the family 
members are equally involved is quite visible during this stage. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance in case of single 
earning families stood at 16% while for dual earning families this value 
was 18%. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: There were few reported cases of wife 
dominance during this stage in single earning families (4%). While in 
case of dual earning families this pattern of influence was all together 
missing. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
This form of influence was reported by about 24% of the single 
earning families and 30% of dual earning families. This fairly uniform 
pattern of occurrence in case of both types of families suggests that 
together, both husband and wives have considerable influence at the 
idea initiation stage. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): The 
instances of husband/wife coalition formation with the children were 
reported by about 20% of the single earning families. While in case of 
dual earning families this figure was 10%. If we see these occurrences 
in the light of increase in husband-wife dominant families, it becomes 
evident that wife begins to make her presence felt in case of dual 
earning families. 
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6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): There were very 
few reported instances of children dominant famiUes. This is indicative 
of the absence of any significant role playing by the children during 
this stage. 
The analysis above and the low % value of 4.67 establishes that there does 
not exists any relationship between the type of family and the level of 
involvement of family members in idea initiation stage for four-wheeler. Thus, 
the null hypothesis Ho4i stands accepted. 
4.12) Information Collection Stage [Table 4.4(a) & Fig. 4.4.12] 
At the aggregate level, the high % value of 26.44 (df=5, p==7.3E-05) is 
indicative of significant differences between the observations for the 
single earning and dual earning families with respect to the information 
collection stage in case four-wheeler. 
1. Joint Decision Family: Just 10% of single earning families reported 
instances of joint family decision making during the information 
collection stage. While in case of dual earning families this kind of 
decision making pattern was acknowledged by 16% of the households. 
Thus, it is interesting to note that there is a definite trend in favour of 
democratic style of decision making, whereby all the family members 
are equally involved, during this stage. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: About 21% of the single earning 
families reported instances of husband dominance while for dual 
earning families this value was 36%o. Thus, the male breadwinner's 
unilateral role exhibits an upswing during this stage. This is indicative 
of rise in interest of the husband. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: There are very few reported cases of wife 
dominance during this stage in dual earning families (2%). While none 
of the single earning families reported instances of wife dominance. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
This form of influence was reported by about 10% of the single 
earning families and 32% of dual earning families. The two-fold 
increase in reported instances of this form of influence during this 
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stage are indicative of the growing role of the wife in case of dual 
earning families. This can largely be on account of greater leverage 
that working wife has in case of dual earning families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): The 
reported instances of husband/wife coalition formation with the 
children were about 39% for single earning families. While in case of 
dual earning families this figure fell to 8%. If we see these occurrences 
in the light of increase in husband and wife dominant families, it 
becomes evident that wife begins to make her presence felt in case of 
dual earning families and her role equals that of the husband and the 
children are sidelined in the process. 
6. Cliildren Dominant Family (ChiIdren>Parents): Reported instances 
of children dominant families were 20%. While this figure dropped to 
6% in case of dual earning families. Thus, with growth in family kitty 
it appears that both husband and wife's role has experienced a definite 
upswing and in the process the children's role appears to have been 
sidelined during this sub-decision. 
The analysis above (section 4.12) and the high x va/we of 26.44 
comprehensively establishes that there does exist a relationship between the 
type of family and the level of involvement of family members in information 
collection stage for four-wheeler. Thus, the null hypothesis H042 stands 
rejected. 
4.13) Final Decision Stage [Table 4.4(a) & Fig. 4.4.13] 
At the aggregate level, the high x value of 22.14 (df=3, p=6.07E-05) is 
indicative of significant differences between the observations for the 
single earning and dual earning families with respect to final decision 
stage in case four-wheeler. 
1. Joint Decision Family: Just 11% of single earning families reported 
instances of joint family decision making during the final decision 
stage. While in case of dual earning families this kind of decision 
making pattern was acknowledged by 20% of the households. Thus, 
there is a definite trend in favour of democratic style of family decision 
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5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
About 15% of single earning families reported the occurrence of 
this type of family and this figure was just 4% in case of dual 
earning families. These observations make it amply clear that 
parent-children are rare and that the children's role is minimal 
during this sub-decision, which is related to the financial allocation. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): This form of 
influence is practically absent in both types of families. 
The high x 'value of 13.94 (df=4, p=0.007) and the analysis above (section 
4.21) comprehensively establishes that there does exist a relationship between 
the type of family and the level of involvement of family members during the 
sub-decision 'amount to be spent' in case of four wheeler. Thus, the null 
hypothesis H044 stands rejected. 
4.22) Sub-Decision: "When to purchase?" [Table 4.4(b) & Fig. 4.4.22J 
At the aggregate level, the high X value of 13.94 (df=4, p=0.007) is indicative 
of significant differences between the observations for the single earning and 
dual earning families with respect to the sub-decision 'amount to be spent' in 
case of four-wheeler. 
1. Joint Decision Family: The instances of equal involvement of all 
the family members were reported by about 3% of the single 
earning families while this figure rose to 10% in case of dual 
earning families. Though four-wheeler is a big-ticket item, the rise 
in reported instances of joint decision making pattern in case of 
dual earning families are indicative of growing role being played by 
all the family members. The decline in reported instances of 
husband dominance suggest that it is the father who seems to have 
been edged out in this process. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
77% of the single earning and about 54% of dual earning families. 
Thus, the unilateral influence wielded by the husband in single 
earning families appears to be waning in case of dual earning 
families. If viewed in the light of increase in reported instances of 
149 
husband and wife dominant families these figures are indicative of 
the growing clout of the wife at the expense of the husband during 
this sub-decision. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: Just 1% of the single earning families 
reported instances of wife dominance while there was no such 
reported case in case of dual earning families (i.e. 0%). 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
About 11% of single earning families reported instances of this 
type of influence. This figure nearly rose three-fold to 32% in case 
of dual earning families. If we corroborate these with the decline in 
reported instances of husband dominance, it becomes clear that it is 
the (working) wife who is seeing the husband eye-to-eye during 
this sub-decision. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (H/W«&Children>Spouse): 
About 7% of single earning families reported the occurrence of 
parent-children dominant family. While this figure was 2% in case 
of dual earning families. These observations make it amply clear 
that parent-children dominance is fairly low and that the children's 
role during this sub-decision which is related to the timing of 
purchase and consequently the allocation of substantial part of 
family income in the purchase of a big ticket item is minimal. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): This form of 
influence is practically absent in both types of families. 
The high % value of 14.98 (df=5, p=0.104) and the analysis above (section 
4.22) comprehensively establishes that there does exist a relationship between 
the type of family and the level of involvement of family members during the 
sub-decision 'when to purchase' in case of four wheeler. Thus, the null 
hypothesis H045 stands rejected. 
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4.23) Sub-Decision: "Which brand to purchase?" [Table 4.4(b) & Fig.4.4.23] 
At the aggregate level, the high y^ value of 16.826 (df=5, p=0.00484) is 
indicative of significant differences between the observations for the single 
earning and dual earning families with respect to the sub-decision 'which 
brand to purchase' in case of four-wheeler. 
1. Joint Decision Family: The instances of equal involvement of all 
the family members were reported by about 42% of the single 
earning families while this figure dropped to 14% in respect of dual 
earning families. We have to view these observations in the context 
of falling husband dominance and rising instances of wife 
dominance and also the rise in equal involvement of husband and 
wife. Thus, we can surmise that it is the husband and the children 
who have been partially edged out by the working wife and she 
appears to be more brand conscious in case of dual earning 
families. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
17% of the single earning families and about 12% of dual earning 
families. Thus, the unilateral influence wielded by the husband in 
single earning families appears to be waning in case of dual earning 
families. These figures (in the light of rising instances of wife 
dominance) are indicative of the growing clout of the working wife 
at the expense of the husband during this sub-decision. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: About 17% of the single earning families 
reported instances of wife dominance while this figure was 26% in 
case of dual earning families. These trends are again indicative of 
growing interest of the wife in the sub-decision pertaining to the 
brand of the four-wheeler. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
About 8% of single earning families reported instances of this type 
of influence. This figure jumped to 24% in case of dual earning 
families. If we corroborate these with the decline in reported 
instances of husband dominance and rise in the influence wielded 
by the wife, it becomes clear that it is the working wife who is 
seeing the husband eye-to-eye during this sub-decision and is very 
much involved at an equal footing along with the husband. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
About 14% of single earning and 22% of dual earning families 
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reported influence of this type. The rise in reported instances of 
parent-children dominance during this sub-decision are suggestive 
of growing clout of children in dual earning families vis-a-vis brand 
and that parents are not averse to acknowledging the role of 
children during this sub-decision. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): This form of 
influence is practically absent in both types of families. 
The high X value of 16.826 (df=5, p=0.00484) and the analysis above 
(section 4.23) comprehensively establishes that there does exist a relationship 
between the type of family and the level of involvement of family members 
during the sub-decision 'which brand to purchase' in case of four wheeler. 
Thus, the null hypothesis Ho46 stands rejected. 
4.24) Sub-Decision: "What type to purchase?" [Table 4.4(b) & Fig. 4.4.24] 
At the aggregate level, the high ^ value of 16.72 (df=5, p=0.0050) is 
indicative of significant differences between the observations for the single 
earning and dual earning families with respect to the sub-decision 'which 
brand to purchase' in case of four-wheeler. 
1. Joint Decision Family: The instances of equal involvement of all 
the family members were reported by about 23% of the single 
earning and 18% of dual earning families. In the context of fall in 
unilateral husband and wife dominance and rising instances of 
husband and wife dominant families indicate a shift towards 
parental egalitarianism. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
10% of the single earning families and just 4% of dual earning 
families. Thus, the unilateral influence wielded by the husband in 
single earning families appears to have declined in case of dual 
earning families. These figures (in the light of rising instances of 
equal role played by husband and wife) are indicative of the 
growing clout of the wife at the expense of the husband during this 
sub-decision in case of dual earning families. 
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3. Wife Dominant Family: About 7% of the single earning families 
reported instances of wife dominance while this figure was 4% in 
case of dual earning families. But keeping in mind the increase in 
instances of parental egalitarianism, we can conclude that 
unilaterally wife does not wield any considerable influence but in 
association with the husband her influence is noticeable. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Ciiildren): 
None of single earning families reported instances of this type of 
influence while in case of dual earning families this figure shot up 
to 20%. If we relate these with the decline in reported instances of 
unilateral husband and wife dominance it becomes clear that it is 
the working wife who is very much involved and that too at an 
equal footing along with the husband in the sub-decision relating to 
the type of the four-wheeler to be purchased i.e. whether it is a car, 
van, multi-utility vehicle etc. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&CIiildren>Spouse): 
About 29% of single earning families report the occurrence of this 
type of families. While this figure dropped to 22% in case of dual 
earning famiHes. This fall in reported instances can be explained if 
we relate it with the rise in parental egalitarianism. Thus, the trend 
exhibits few instances of children's involvement. 
6. Children Dominant Family (ChiIdren>Parents): Both types of 
families reported children dominant families in nearly 30% of the 
cases which is the highest reported instance of any single form of 
influence during this sub-decision. Thus, it is evident that the 
children wield significant influence in both types of families in the 
sub-decision pertaining to the type of the four-wheeler that is to be 
purchased. 
The high x value of 16.72 (df=5, p=0.0050) and the analysis above (section 
4.24) establishes that there does exist a relationship between the type of 
family and the level of involvement of family members during the sub-decision 
'what type to purchase' in case of four wheeler. Thus, the null hypothesis H047 
stands rejected. 
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Fig 4.4.25:- Sub-Decision: Wliat Colour ? (4-Wheeler) 
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Fig 4.4.26:- Sub-Decision: From Where ? (4-Wheeler) 
«> 
O) 
10 
s « o ;» Q. 
80 
70-
60 • 
50 
40 • 
30-
20-
10-
0 • 
" 
_fi 
&a 
JD 
HSEF 
QDEF 
WD H=W>C 
Level of Influence 
HAW&C>S C>P 
Fig 4.5.11:- Family Involvement in Idea Initiation (Electric Mixer) 
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4.25) Sub-Decision: "What colour to purchase?" [Table 4.4(b) & Fig.4. 4.25J 
At the aggregate level, the high x^ value of 15.12 (df=5, p=0.0098) is 
indicative of significant differences between the observations for the single 
earning and dual earning families with respect to the sub-decision 'which 
brand to purchase' in case of four-wheeler. 
1. Joint Decision Family: The instances of equal involvement of all 
the family members were reported by about 23% of the single 
earning families while this figure dramatically dropped to 6% in 
respect of dual earning families. We have to view these 
observations in the context of few instances of husband and wife 
dominance and rising instances of parent-children dominant 
families indicating shift wherein none of the parents is very 
particular about the colour in isolation from the children. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
about 5% of the single earning families and just 4% of dual earning 
families. Thus, the unilateral influence wielded by the husband in 
single earning families appears to be minimal with respect to the 
colour of the automobile. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: About 3% of the single earning families 
reported instances of wife dominance while this figure was 8% in 
case of dual earning families. But if we view these observations in 
the light of increase in instances of parent-children dominant 
families, it is evident that independently the wife does not wield 
significant influence in deciding on the colour of the automobile. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
Low instances of this form of influence wielded by the spouses are 
indicative of their minimal influence in isolation irom the children. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
About 56% of single earning families reported the occurrence of 
parent-children dominant families and this figure dropped to about 
46% in case of dual earning families. This fall in reported instances 
of parent-children dominance during this sub-decision can be 
explained if we relate it with the rise in independent influence of 
the children in case of dual earning families. Further, we can safely 
reach to a conclusion that the parents and children together play an 
important role in deciding on the colour of the automobile. 
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6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): About 7% of 
the single earning families reported instances of children 
dominance during this sub-decision. While in case of dual earning 
families there is four-fold increase in the reported instances of 
children dominant families. 
The high x value of 15.12 (df=5, p=0.0098) and the analysis above (section 
4.25) establishes that there does exist a relationship between the type of 
family and the level of involvement of family members during the sub-decision 
'what colour to purchase' in case of four-wheeler. Thus, the null hypothesis 
Ho48 Stands rejected. 
4.26) Sub-Decision: "From where to purchase?" [Table 4.4(b) & Fig. 4.4.26] 
At the aggregate level, the low / value of 6.67 is indicative of insignificant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual earning 
families with respect to the sub-decision 'from where to purchase' in case of 
four-wheeler. 
1. Joint Decision Family: The reported instances of equal 
involvement of all the family members was minimal in both types 
of families. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
about 77% of the single earning and 74% of dual earning families. 
Thus, the unilateral influence wielded by the husband is uniform in 
both types of families (this is further supported by the insignificant 
chi-square value). The near absence of wife dominance and few 
instances of involvement of other family members during this sub-
decision are indicative of dominant role of the husband in vendor 
selection. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: There is near absence of any reported 
instance of wife dominance in both types of families. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
Low instances of this form of influence wielded by the spouses in 
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both single earning and dual earning families are to be seen in the 
light of near total husband dominance during this sub-decision. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
Just 8% of single earning and 2% of dual earning families reported 
the occurrence of parent-children dominant families. The few 
instances of this form of influence are indicative of minimal role of 
children. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): Just about 2% 
of the single earning and none of the dual earning families reported 
instances of children dominance during this sub-decision. This is 
further supported by the large number of reportings of husband 
dominance and is pointer to the fact that it is the male breadwinner 
who decides on the vendor from whom such big ticket item is to be 
purchased. 
The low X ycdue of 6.67 and the analysis above (section 4.26) establishes that 
there exits no relationship between the type of family and the level of 
involvement of family members during the sub-decision pertaining to the 
vendor in case of four-wheeler. Thus, the null hypothesis H049 stands 
accepted. 
4.5 Involvement of Family Members In Electric Mixer Purchase 
V (A): Stages in Decision Making Process 
5.11) Idea Initiation Stage [Table 4.5(a) & Fig. 4.5.11 J 
At the aggregate level, the high x^ value of 31.92 (df=5, p=6.13E-06) is 
indicative of significant differences between the observations for the 
single earning and dual earning families with respect to the idea initiation 
stage in case of electric mixer. 
1. Joint Decision Family: Very few of single earning families (1%) 
reported instances of joint family decision making during the idea 
initiation stage. While in case of dual earning families this kind of 
decision making pattern was acknowledged by 7% of the households. 
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These observations should be seen in the hght of the fact that electric 
mixer is a product and is primarily of interest to the wife. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance in case of single 
earning families stood at 10% while for dual earning families this value 
was just 1%. Thus, in the light of high reported instances of wife 
dominance in case of both types of families, it appears that the wife 
completely edges out husband's unilateral influence during this stage 
of the decision process. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: About 52% of the single earning families 
reported wife dominance during this stage. While in case of dual 
earning families this figure marginally fell to 46%. Thus, in case of 
both types of families it is the wife who is the idea initiator. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
This form of influence was reported by about 16% of the single 
earning families and 7% of dual earning families. These observations 
when viewed in the light of numerous instances of wife dominance are 
indicative of low husband involvement. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV«&Children>Spouse): The 
instances of equal influence wielded by husband/wife and the children 
were reported by about 10% of the single earning families. In case of 
dual earning families this figure was 36%. These findings suggest that 
the children's influence is equal to that of either of the spouses in quite 
a few dual earning families. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): Whatever 
unilateral influence children had in case of single earning families 
(10%) seems to have all together waned in case of dual earning 
families (1%). This is indicative of the absence of any significant role 
playing by the children during this stage in case of electric mixer. 
Otherwise too, it is the mother who is the initiator as the product is 
primarily of interest to her. 
The analysis above and the high x "^cilue of 31.92 (df=5, p=6.13E-06) 
establishes that there does exist a relationship between the type of family and 
the level of involvement of family members in idea initiation stage for electric 
mixer. Thus, the null hypothesis HQSI stands rejected. 
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Fig 4.5.12:- Family Involvement in Information Collection (E Mixer) 
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Fig 4.5.13:- Family Involvement in Final Decision (Electric Mixer) 
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Fig 4.5.21:- Sub-Decision: Amount to be Spent (Electric Mixer) 
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5.12) Information Collection Stage [Table 4.5(a) & Fig. 4.5.12] 
At the aggregate level, the low x value of 5.4 is indicative of insignificant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual 
earning families with respect to the idea initiation stage in case electric 
mixer. 
1. Joint Decision Family: About 16% of single earning families reported 
instances of joint family decision making during the information 
collection stage. While in case of dual earning families this kind of 
influence pattern was acknowledged by 23% of the households. Thus, 
about a quarter of the households in case of dual earning families 
reported that all the family members are equally involved at this stage 
in case of a product which is otherwise wife oriented. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance in case of single 
earning families stood at 21% while for dual earning families this value 
was about 8% only. Thus, in the light of high reported instances of 
wife dominance in case of both types of families, it appears that the 
wife completely edges out husband's unilateral influence during this 
stage of the decision process in case of dual earning families. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: About 24% of the single earning families 
reported instances of wife dominance during this stage. In case of dual 
earning families this figure was about 23%. Thus, in case of both types 
of families the wife's unilateral influence is significant. This is 
expected as it is a wife oriented and low ticket item. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
This form of influence, whereby husband's influence is the same as 
that of the wife, was reported by about \9% of the single earning 
families and 23% of dual earning families. These observations are 
suggestive of the setting in of modem sex role norms. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): The 
instances of equal influence wielded by husband/wife and the children 
were reported by about 14% of the single earning families. While in 
case of dual earning families this figure marginally rose to 19%. Thus, 
the influence wielded by the children during this stage cannot be totally 
ignored. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): Relatively very 
few of both types of families reported instances of children dominance. 
The analysis above (section 5.12) and the low % value of 5.40 establishes that 
there does not exist any relationship between the type of family and the level 
of involvement of family members in information collection stage for electric 
mixer. Thus, the null hypothesis H052 stands accepted. 
5.13) Final Decision Stage [Table 4.5(a) & Fig. 4.5.13] 
At the aggregate level, the high x value of 19.93 is indicative of 
significant differences between the observations for the single earning and 
dual earning families with respect to the final decision stage in case of 
electric mixer. 
1. Joint Decision Family: About 6% of single earning families reported 
instances of joint family decision making during the final decision 
stage. While in case of dual earning families this kind of influence 
pattern was acknowledged by 21% of the households. Thus, there is a 
definite shift in favour of equitable involvement of all the family 
members during the final and crucial stage. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance in case of single 
earning families stood at 12% while for dual earning families this value 
was about 6% only. Thus, in the light of high reported instances of 
wife dominance in case of both types of families, it appears that the 
wife completely overshadows the husband during this stage of the 
decision process in case of dual earning families. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: About 30% of the single earning families 
reported wife dominance during this stage. While in case of dual 
earning families this figure was about 21%. Thus, in case of both types 
of families the wife's unilateral influence is significant. This is 
expected as it is a wife oriented and low ticket item. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
This form of influence, whereby husband's influence is the same as 
that of the wife but more than that of the children, was reported by 
about 34% of the single earning and 39%) of dual earning families. 
These observations when viewed in the light of numerous instances of 
wife dominance are indicative of substantial influence wielded by the 
wife in case of dual earning families. 
163 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Chil(iren>Spouse): The 
instances of equal influence wielded by husband/wife and the children 
were reported by about 17% of the single earning families. In case of 
dual earning families this figure fell to a meager 6%. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Farents): Relatively few 
instances of this type of influence pattern were reported. 
The analysis above and the high x ^alue of 19.93 (df^5, p^O.00128) 
establishes that there does exist a relationship between the type of family and 
the level of involvement of family members in final decision stage for electric 
mixer. Thus, the null hypothesis H053 stands rejected. 
V (B): Sub-decisions for Electric Mixer 
5.21) Sub-Decision: "Amount to be spent?"[Table 4.5(b) & Fig. 4.5.21] 
At the aggregate level, the high y^ value of 21.825 (df=5, p=0.0056) is 
indicative of significant differences between the observations for the single 
earning and dual earning families with respect to the sub-decision 'amount to 
be spent' in case of electric mixer. 
1. Joint Decision Family: The instances of equal involvement of all 
the family members was reported by about 2% of the single earning 
families while this figure was 15% in respect of dual earning 
families. Though electric mixer is a low-ticket item of primary 
interest to the mother, yet the rise in reported instances in case of 
dual earning families are indicative of growing interest of all the 
family members in deciding on the amount to be spent in its 
purchase. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
about 6% of the single earning and 17% of dual earning families. 
Thus, the unilateral influence wielded by the husband in this stage 
seems to have grown in case of dual earning families. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: The reported instances of wife dominance 
in case of single earning families were 51% while this figure fell to 
30% in case of dual earning families. The findings suggest that wife 
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seems to be loosing her unilateral influence in case of dual earning 
families. But these observations should be seen in the light of 
growing instances of equal participation of all the family members 
in case of dual earning families. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
About 7% of single earning families reported instances of this type 
of influence. This figure moved upwards to 11% in case of dual 
earning families. This rise in influence of the wife, though minor, is 
expected as she is better educated and desirous of playing greater 
role in case of items of interest to her. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
About 15% of single earning families report the occurrence of 
parent-children dominant family. While this figure rose to 23% in 
case of dual earning families. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): This form of 
influence was reported by just 11% of the families in case of single 
earning families and it fell to an insignificant 2% in case of dual 
earning families. The growing influence of the working wife seems 
to have completely edged out the influence of the children. 
The high x ^alue of 21.825 (df-5, p=0.0056) and the analysis above (section 
5.21) comprehensively establishes that there does exist a relationship between 
the type of family and the level of involvement of family members during the 
sub-decision 'amount to be spent' in case of electric mixer. Thus, the null 
hypothesis H054 stands rejected. 
5.22) Sub-Decision: "When to purchase?" [Table 4.5(b) & Fig. 4.5.22] 
At the aggregate level, the low % value of 7.15 is indicative of insignificant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual earning 
families with respect to the sub-decision 'when to purchase' in case of electric 
mixer. 
1. Joint Decision Family: The instances of equal involvement of all 
the family members were reported by about 6% of the single 
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Fig 4.5.22:- Sub-Decision: When to Purchase ? (Electric IVIixer) 
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earning and 12% of dual earning families. Though electric mixer is 
a low-ticket item of primary interest to the wife, yet the rise in 
reported instances of equal involvement of all family members are 
indicative of growing interest of all the family members in matters 
hitherto considered in the wife's domain of influence. This may 
partly also be explained on account of the family kitty swelling and 
with the general improvement in standard of living other family 
members may also be realizing the need for such an item. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
negligible number of both types of families. This is expected as it is 
an item which of generally not of interest to the male members of 
the family. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: The reported instances of wife dominance 
in case of single earning families were 60% while this figure fell to 
50% in case of dual earning families. These observations should be 
seen in the light of growing instances of equal participation of all 
the family members in case of dual earning families. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
About 13% of single earning families reported instances of this 
type of influence. This figure moved marginally upwards to 15% in 
case of dual earning families. These observations when viewed in 
the light of fall in unilateral wife dominance are indicative of 
growing shift in favour of equal participation of both the spouses in 
deciding on items of general household use. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Children>Spouse): 
About 17% of single and dual earning families reported the 
occurrence of parent-children dominant families. Thus, the 
influence wielded by the children and either spouse remained fairly 
uniform in both types of families. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): This form of 
influence was reported by negligible number of both types of 
families. These findings support the contention that an electric 
mixer is an item which not of much interest to the children and 
hence their low influence in decision pertaining to the timing of 
purchase. 
The low X value of 7.15 and the analysis above (section 5.22) establishes that 
there does not exist a relationship between the type of family and the level of 
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involvement of family members during the sub-decision 'when to purchase' in 
case of electric mixer. Thus, the null hypothesis H055 stands accepted. 
5.23) Sub-Decision: "Which brand to purchase?" [Table 4.5(b) & Fig. 4.5.23} 
At the aggregate level, the low % value of 10.55 is indicative of insignificant 
differences between the observations for the single earning and dual earning 
families with respect to the sub-decision 'which brand to purchase' in case of 
electric mixer. 
1. Joint Decision Family: The occurrences of equal involvement of 
all the family members were reported by just 6% of the single 
earning families while this figure was 18% in respect of dual 
earning families. Though electric mixer is an item of primary 
interest to the wife, yet the rise in influence of this type is indicative 
of growing interest of all the family members in evaluating the 
various available brands. 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
about 17% of the single earning families while this figure was 11% 
in case of dual earning families. These comparatively lower levels 
of unilateral influence of the husband are perhaps on account of 
electric mixer being a product of less interest to the male 
breadwinner. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: The reported instances of wife dominance 
in case of single earning families were 29% while this figure fell to 
about 17% in case of dual earning families. The above observations 
suggest the wife seems to be loosing her unilateral influence in case 
of dual earning families. But these observations should be seen in 
the light of increase in instances of equal participation of all the 
family members in case of dual earning families and also the higher 
occurrences of parent children dominance. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Children): 
About 8% of single earning families reported instances of this type 
of influence. This figure moved marginally upwards to 11% in case 
of dual earning families. These observations when viewed in the 
light of decline in unilateral wife dominance and higher instances 
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of parent-children dominance are indicative of decline in unilateral 
influence wielded by either of the spouses. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAVi&Children>Spouse): 
About 37% of single and 38% of dual earning families reported the 
occurrence of parent-children dominant families. Thus, the 
influence wielded by the children and either spouse remains 
uniform in both types of families and is indicative of equal 
participation of either of the spouses along with the children in the 
evaluation of the alternatives vis-a-vis brand. Further, since electric 
mixer is an item of female interest we can surmise that it is the wife 
who is actively involved along with the children during this sub-
decision. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): This form of 
influence was reported by negligible number of both types of 
families. These findings support the contention that an electric 
mixer is an item which not of much interest to the children and 
hence their low unilateral influence in the sub-decision pertaining 
to the brand to be purchased. 
At an aggregate level the low x ^dlue of 10.55 and the analysis above 
(section 5.23) establishes that there does not exist a relationship between the 
type of family and the level of involvement of family members during the sub-
decision 'which brand to purchase' in case of electric mixer. Thus, the null 
hypothesis Ho56 stands accepted. 
5.24) Sub-Decision: "From where to purchase?" [Table 4.5(b) & Fig. 4.5.24] 
At the aggregate level, the % value of 10.17 (df=4, p=0.03755) is indicative 
of significant differences between the observations for the single earning and 
dual earning families with respect to the sub-decision 'from where to 
purchase' in case of electric mixer. 
1. Joint Decision Family (H=W=C): The instances of equal 
involvement of all the family members was negligible in case of 
both types of families. 
170 
r-
?>; 
c 
o o 
o (/) 
(0 
3 
Q. 
w 
a> 
X 
u 
UJ 
4 -
o 
tf) 
c 
o 
• « 
0) 
3 (0 
C 
2 i 
a 
i 
o 
E 
0) 
E 
n> 
u. 
c 
o 
E 
0) 
_> 
o 
> 
(0 
A 
u 
A 
U 
o8 
U 
A 
1-5 
^ 
s 
o 
a 
>^  
H 
a 
o 
I 
3 
.o 
o 
00 
OS 
m 
>o 
O 
• ^ 
^ 
V5 
WD® 
i5 a 
Ml S 
00 
r-i 
(N 
od 
vo 
o 
o 
o 
oo 
0 0 
(N 
W D ' 
.9 II 
w ^ 
1 s 
5 « 
I- I- "g 
^"f 5 
IT) 
i r i 
O 
=« 
O 
c 
u 
« 
C O 
o 
> 
in 
ON 
'S 
2. Husband Dominant Family: Husband dominance was reported by 
about 61% of the single earning families while this figure was 40% 
in case of dual earning families. These comparatively lower levels 
of unilateral influence of the husband in case of single earning 
families are perhaps on account of growing influence of the 
working wife as is evident from the growing instances of equal 
husband-wife influence in case of dual earning families. 
3. Wife Dominant Family: The reported instances of wife dominance 
in case of single earning families were just 6% while this figure 
was marginally higher in case of dual earning families and stood at 
9%. The above observations suggest the unilateral influence 
wielded by the wife on deciding on the vendor is very low even 
though the product is of interest to her. 
4. Husband & Wife Dominant Family (Husband=Wife>Ciiildren): 
About 30% of single earning families reported instances of this 
type of influence. This figure rose to 46% in case of dual earning 
families. These observations suggest that rather than wielding 
unilateral influence, i.e. parental egalitarianism appears to have 
increased in case of dual earning families. These observations are 
further indicative of the growing influence of the working wife 
when viewed in the light of few instances of unilateral husband 
dominance in case of dual earning families. 
5. Parent-Children Dominant Family (HAV&Cliildren>Spouse): 
Negligible number of both types of families reported instances of 
this form of influence. 
6. Children Dominant Family (Children>Parents): This form of 
influence was reported by none of the families. It should be noted 
that the vendor decision, being crucial, appears to be still in the 
realm of husband in case of single earning families and gradual 
inroads are being made into this male bastion by the working wife. 
Thus, it may take some time before the children start playing any 
significant role in this sub-decision. 
At an aggregate level the x value of 10.17and the analysis above (section 
5.24) establishes that there does exist a relationship between the type of 
family and the level of involvement of family members during the sub-decision 
from where to purchase' in case of electric mixer. Thus, the null hypothesis 
Ho57 Stands rejected. 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter is divided into two parts. The first part (section 5.1) deals with 
the summary of results and the second part (section 5.2) with the discussion of 
the results. 
5.1 Summary of Results 
This section consists of two sub-sections viz. Section A and Section B. 
In Section A the major findings related to various stages of the decision 
process (i.e. idea initiation stage, information collection stage and final 
decision stage) for all the products under study are presented in a summarized 
form. 
In Section B, findings pertaining to the various sub-decisions (i.e. amount to 
be spent, when to purchase, brand to purchase, which size, what colour and 
from where) are presented. 
For a bird's eye view, the summarized tables of results [Table 5.1(a) & 5.1(b)] 
in terms of statistical significance for the various stages of decision process 
and related sub-decisions are given at the end of each section. 
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Section A: Stages of the Decision Process 
Idea Initiation Stage 
Refrigerator: There is a perceptible shift in the direction of increased wife 
involvement from single earning families to dual earning families. It is 
interesting to note that reported instances of equitable involvement of husband 
and wife are on the rise in case of dual earning families. These are indicative 
of growing clout of the working wife and consequent overshadowing of 
husband dominance. 
Two-Wheeler: In majority of families, unilateral husband dominance and 
involvement of the children — both unilateral and in coalition with the father 
— appears to be the norm. 
Music System: The children are definitely calling the shots during this stage 
in case of music system. 
Four-Wheeler: The findings suggest that in quite a few instances all the 
family members are involved in both types of families. Instances of equal 
involvement of husband and wife are also numerous. One can presume that 
family members are more motivated to participate, since the purchase of an 
automobile often precludes other acquisitions given families' budget 
constraints. 
Electric Mixer: In majority of the families, both single and dual earning, it is 
the wife who is the initiator, while a growing number of dual earning families 
report the involvement of children too, along with the wife. 
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Information Collection Stage 
Refrigerator: About a quarter of the families reported equal involvement of 
all the family members while there is a definite shift indicating increased wife 
dominance in case of dual earning families at the expense of the influence 
wielded by the husband in case of single earning families. 
Two-Wheeler: The unilateral dominance of the children observed in case of 
single earning families appears to be waning in case of dual earning families. 
The trends further suggest that the involvement of all the family members 
seems to be on the rise during this stage especially in case of dual earning 
families. 
Music System: More than half of the families (of both types) are child 
dominant. This is indicative of the active involvement of children during 
information collection stage. 
Four-Wheeler: The jump in instances of husband dominance in case of dual 
earning families is suggestive of the fact that, with the swelling up of the 
family kitty there is renewed interest of husband in collecting information 
about the available alternatives. Further, it appears that the wife's interest too 
appears to be growing, and that too at an equal footing with that of the 
husband in case of dual earning families. We can safely surmise that children 
too are involved to some extent during this sub-decision. 
Electric Mixer: It is evident that all the family members are involved to 
varying degrees in collecting information about the alternatives. 
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Final Decision Stage 
Refrigerator: There is a marked rise in the reported instances of equal 
participation of all the family members in case of dual earning families. 
Husband's clout appears to be on the decline and wife's influence seems to be 
on the rise. 
Two-Wheeler: There is significant fall in reported instances of husband 
dominance and growing involvement of other family members especially the 
wife, during this stage. 
Music System: The findings in case of both single earning and dual earning 
families indicate that it is the children of the family who hold sway even 
during the final decision stage. 
Four-Wheeler: The husband's role is significant during this stage and there is 
a definite shift in the direction of involvement of the working wife and that 
too at an equal plane with the husband. 
Electric Mixer: The reported instances of equal participation of husband and 
wife, and shift in the direction of equal involvement of all the family members 
in case of dual earning families indicate that apart from the wife other family 
members are also active during this stage, especially in case of dual earning 
families. 
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Table 5.1(a): Summary of results for stages in decision making process 
SN 
I) 
11) 
III) 
Stage 
Idea Initiation 
Information Collection 
Final Decision 
Product 
1) Refrigerator 
2) Two-Wheeler 
3) Music System 
4) Four-Wheeler 
5) Electric Mixer 
1) Refrigerator 
2) Two-Wheeler 
3) Music System 
4) Four-Wheeler 
5) Electric Mixer 
1) Refrigerator 
2) Two-Wheeler 
3) Music System 
4) Four-Wheeler 
5) Electric Mixer 
X^  value 
14.424'' 
4.24'^  
12.62'' 
A.6T 
31.92' 
42.69' 
17.88' 
3.767' 
26.44' 
5.40' 
17.02' 
35.84' 
11.57" 
22.14' 
19.93' 
Hypothesis 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
a=Significant at 99% level of confidence 
b= Significant at 95% level of confidence 
c= Not Significant 
Section B: Sub-decisions. 
Amount to be Spent 
Refrigerator: In case of single earning families it is the husband who's role 
is dominant, while in case of dual earning families, wife's influence appears 
to be gaining foothold and that too on equal terms with the husband. 
Two-Wheeler: It is the husband who holds sway during this sub-decision in 
case of both single and dual earning families. While there are indications of 
even the children getting involved to some extent in case of dual earning 
families. 
Music System: Husband dominance appears to be on the decline in case of 
dual earning families while there is a shift indicative of all the family 
members wielding equal influence in quite a few of dual earning families. 
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Four Wheeler: It is interesting to note that in case of a big ticket item like 
automobile the reported instances of equal involvement of husband and wife 
are on the rise and this suggests that the working wife has made inroad into 
hitherto male bastion. 
Electric Mixer: The reported instances of wife dominance are on the decline 
in case of dual earning families while the husband seems to be getting more 
involved in decision regarding allocation of finances even in case of a 
relatively inexpensive item like electric mixer. This may be indicative of the 
setting in of modem sex role norms in Indian middle class families. This may 
be indicative of setting in of modem sex role norms in Indian middle class 
families. 
When to Purchase? 
Refrigerator: The timing of purchase appears to be an all-family affair in 
both types of families and the influence wielded by the husband appears to be 
waning. 
Two-Wheeler: The number of reported instances of equal involvement of 
family members increase two fold in case of dual earning families while the 
wife also appears to be getting involved during this sub-decision in case of 
dual earning families. 
Music System: In both types of families it is the children who are calling the 
shots in deciding on the timing of purchase. Their influence in association 
with either of the parents (most probably father) is also significant. 
Four Wheeler: The timing of purchase of the automobile is a husband 
dominant affair in both types of families. 
Electric Mixer: In case of electric mixer it is the wife who definitely wields 
major influence in deciding on the timing of purchase. 
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Which brand to purchase? 
Refrigerator: Trends indicate that in a substantial number of families (of 
both types) all the family members wield equal influence. Further, it is 
interesting to note that children too appear to be brand conscious vis-a-vis 
refrigerator and in quite a large number of families they wield considerable 
clout in association with either of the parents. 
Two-Wheeler: There is a significant jump in the number of dual earning 
families reporting equal involvement of all the family members. Apart from 
the working wife whose clout appears to have grown significantly, the 
children too — both in association with either of the parents and 
independently — appear be wielding considerable influence. 
Music System: Both single earning and dual earning families report 
comparable and significant influence wielded by the children. 
Four-Wheeler: There is significant drop in the number of dual earning 
families reporting equal influence wielded by all the family members. What is 
worth noting is that there is a definite shift indicating that the wife in dual 
earning families is more brand conscious and her influence pertaining to the 
same is also more pronounced. 
Electric Mixer: There is a three-fold increase in the number of families 
indicating equal involvement of all the family members in case of dual 
earning families. Further, considerable number of families—of both the 
types—report of influence being wielded by children in association with 
either of the parents. 
What type to purchase? 
Two-Wheeler: In both types of families there are numerous instances of 
equal involvement of all the family members. But, trends suggest that it is the 
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husband and the children who are wielding commanding influence in this sub-
decision. 
Four-Wheeler: There is a significant rise in the number of dual earning 
families reporting instances of equal involvement of husband and wife. The 
unilateral involvement of children is considerable and fairly uniform in both 
types of families. 
What size to purchase? 
Refrigerator: A large number of dual earning families reported instances of 
equal participation of all the family members. The influence wielded by the 
working wife is also considerable. 
Which model to purchase? 
Music System: The children seem to the dominant force in this sub-decision 
in both types of families. 
What colour to purchase? 
Refrigerator: Primarily the wife and also the children in association with 
their mothers seem to be playing a deciding role vis-a-vis the sub-decision 
pertaining to the choice of colour. 
Two-Wheeler: The observations are heavily skewed in favour of parent-
children associations as also unilateral dominance wielded by the children 
during this sub-decision. 
Four Wheeler: Here too, the children in association with either of the parent 
as also independently seem to be playing a dominant role vis-a-vis colour. 
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From where to purchase? 
Refrigerator: In case of both types of families it is the husband who holds 
sway. Thus, even though it is a product primarily of interest and use to the 
females, still it is the male breadwinner who decides on the vendor. 
Two-Wheeler: In this case too it is the husband who is holding sway in both 
types of families. 
Music System: Here, a sudden jump is visible in reported instances of 
husband dominance in case of dual earning families. It is evident that though 
it is a low-ticket item primarily of interest to the children, still husband's 
influence is predominant during this sub-decision. 
Four Wheeler: The dealer decision in this case too is in the hands of the male 
breadwinner in both types of families. 
Electric Mixer: There are considerable instances of parent children 
associations. On the whole it appears that it is the husband and in some cases, 
the husband and children acting together who decide on the vendor. 
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Table 5.1(b): Summary of results for sub-decisions 
SN 
I) 
11) 
III) 
IV) 
V) 
VI) 
VII) 
VIII) 
stage 
Amount to be spent 
When to purchase 
Which brand purchase? 
What type to purchase? 
What size to purchase? 
What colour? 
Which model? 
Which dealer? 
Product 
1) Refrigerator 
2) Two-Wheeler 
3) Music System 
4) Four-Wheeler 
5) Electric Mixer 
1) Refrigerator 
2) Two-Wheeler 
3) Music System 
4) Four-Wheeler 
5) Electric Mixer 
1) Refrigerator 
2) Two-Wheeler 
3) Music System 
4) Four-Wheeler 
5) Electric Mixer 
1) Refrigerator 
2) Two-Wheeler 
3) Music System 
4) Four-Wheeler 
5) Electric Mixer 
1) Refrigerator 
2) Two-Wheeler 
3) Music System 
4) Four-Wheeler 
5) Electric Mixer 
1) Refrigerator 
2) Two-Wheeler 
3) Music System 
4) Four-Wheeler 
5) Electric Mixer 
1) Refrigerator 
2) Two-Wheeler 
3) Music System 
4) Four-Wheeler 
5) Electric Mixer 
1) Refrigerator 
2) Two-Wheeler 
3) Music System 
4) Four-Wheeler 
5) Electric Mixer 
X^  value 
17.27' 
17.19' 
39.43' 
13.94' 
21.83' 
11.07*' 
18.29' 
4 .8 r 
14.98'' 
7.15' 
6.675' 
21.59' 
20.77' 
16.83' 
10.55' 
-
7.20' 
-
16.72' 
-
27.58' 
-
-
-
-
11.60" 
4.59' 
-
15.12' 
-
-
-
10.61' 
-
-
18.27' 
3.025' 
22.74*' 
6.67' 
10.55' 
Hypothesis 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Rejected 
-
Rejected 
-
Accepted 
-
Accepted 
-
-
-
-
Accepted 
Rejected 
-
Accepted 
-
-
-
Accepted 
-
-
Accepted 
Rejected 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Rejected 
a=Significant at 99% level of confidence: 
b= Significant at 95% level of confidence 
c= Not Significant 
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5.2 Discussion 
The findings of this study corroborate the observations of earher researchers 
in this area and indicate that husband/wife influence in purchase decision 
process depends to a great extent on three factors: 
Firstly, this influence is product specific (Converse et al. 1958; Wolff, 
1958; Beckman and Davidson, 1962, Ferber and Lee, 1974; Wilkes, 
1975; Davis,1976; Woodside and Motes, 1979; and Belch et al. 1985). 
Secondly, within a specific product category the husband-wife 
influence is also the function of stages in purchase decision process 
(Davis and Rigaux, 1974; Wilkes, 1975; Park and Lutz, 1982; and 
Belch e? a/. 1985). 
Thirdly, it also depends on the specific purchase factors i.e. the sub-
decisions related to purchase (Bonfield, 1978; and Belch et al. 1985). 
The findings of Davis and Rigaux, (1974), Bonfield (1978), and Putman & 
Davidson (1987) regarding role specialization are partly confirmed by the 
findings of this study. Role specialization does exist in family purchase 
decision-making in the Indian context also but with a minor modification. The 
findings are heavily skewed in favour of husband playing a dominant role in 
deciding on financial allocation of the family resources as also the selection of 
the vendor across all product categories. 
Contrary to the findings of earlier studies (Howard, 1989) apart from the 
involvement of other family members, considerable influence is wielded by 
the husband during the earlier stages of the decision process even though 
these stages are considered to be of less critical importance. 
Unlike the observations of earlier researchers in the context of traditional 
societies (Ford et al. 1995 and LaTour et al. 1992) considerable involvement 
of all the family members (especially in case of dual earning families) was 
found to be quite common during the important final decision stage in the 
purchase decision process. But, there was a striking perceived shift towards 
increased inputs by the husband in the final stage of the decision process 
(irrespective of the type of family) as also during the sub-decisions relating to 
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allocation of funds for the purchase and the issue of vendor selection. These 
findings seem to corroborate the observations of Davis (1970) and Bernhardt 
(1974) and Nathan (1997) reported that husbands' influence was highest for 
allocation decisions. The findings also partly confirm the observations of 
Henthome et al. (1997) in this context. Further, it can be safely surmised that 
the earlier notion of blanket unilateral husband dominance in case of 
husbands in less developed nations (Ortner, 1974; Green et al. 1983; and 
Imperia et al. 1985) was not found to be evident, as considerable occurrences 
of joint family involvement across all the product categories under study were 
observed. This shift can be attributed to the changing family dynamics in 
developing countries where more or less the same pattern is being repeated 
vis-a-vis the developed countries. Equal participation of all the family 
members during the initial stages in case of automobile can be on account of 
it being a big-ticket item and may often preclude other acquisitions given 
families budget constraints (Davis, 1976). 
Owing to large number of instances of joint family involvement that have 
been reported in this study it can be inferred that contrary to the observation 
of Imperia et al. (1985) pertaining to less developed nations, significantly 
more joint decisions are being taken (especially in dual earning families) in 
the Indian middle class families. 
Given, India's social changes in progress for many years, a movement away 
from strict patriarchal orientation toward marriage is taking place, especially 
in urban areas. Therefore, egalitarianism should play an increasingly 
important part in defining husband and wife purchase decision role orientation 
within this culture. The findings of the study are supportive of this contention 
and indicate prevalence of greater husband-wife egalitarianism in dual earning 
families. While it would be prudent to realize that some products will tend to 
' Egalitarianism is defined as a value system emphasizing equality in marital relations (Bott, 1957; 
Rogler and Procidano, 1989). 
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be gender dominant (e.g. wife's clothes), typically a higher level of 
egalitarianism would be seen to predict more joint, more wife-dominated and 
less husband-dominated decisions (Rodman, 1972; Schaninger et al. 1982; 
Chia et al. 1987; Sullivan and O'Connor, 1988; LaTour et al. 1993; and Ford 
et al. 1995). With regard to purchases, joint (family) decision-making was 
found to be especially prevalent among educated couples in dual earning 
families belonging to the middle-income group. These findings are in line 
with that of Komarovsky (1961) and Ferber and Lee (1974) wherein they had 
posited that in homes where the wife is educated there is more joint decision-
making. These are also supportive of the observations of Crispell (1995) 
wherein she had noted that a wife's college education has the general effect of 
slightly reducing the impact of her husband's attitudes, while a husband's 
college education somewhat enhances the influence of his wife's viewpoint. 
The influence and interest exhibited by the husband in case of items like 
refrigerator and electric mixer and the involvement of the wife (and also 
children) in the purchase decision process concerning items like two-wheeler 
and automobile, traditionally considered to be in the domain of husband, are 
indicative of the setting in of modem sex role norms in the context of Indian 
middle class and seem to corroborate the observations of Schaninger et al. 
(1982) in this context. 
With respect to specific attributes, results of previous studies of family 
consumer behaviour (Nelson, 1979, Belch et al. 1985, Foxman et al. 1989; 
Roedder John and Sujan, 1990, Gregan-Paxton and Roedder John, 1995; 
Szybillo and Sosanie, 1997; and Jenkins, 1999) suggest that the parents plays 
an instrumental role, i.e. emphasize functional factors such as determining 
how much to spend, and the child an expressive role emphasizing attributes 
such as color or style. The findings of this study appear to confirm these 
observations. In line with the findings of Rust (1993) the observations suggest 
of an increasing tendency among the children to form association with their 
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parents (mainly the mother) and their growing influence in case of 
refrigerator, two-wheeler and also four-wheeler with respect to colour, while 
in case of refrigerator vis-a-vis size their influence was at an equal plane with 
that of their parents. The reported instances of child parent coalitions and also 
egalitarian husband-wife coalitions support the findings of Vuchinich et al. 
(1988). Further, the reported instances of involvement of the children vis-a-
vis brand selection in case of products like refrigerator, two-wheeler and 
music system are indicative of brand consciousness in children and these 
findings are in agreement with the observations of Shannon (1997). 
Contrary to the findings of Spiro (1983) the study indicates that the children 
exert considerable influence, independently, as also in the form of a coalition 
(with either of their parents) during different stages of the decision process as 
also the sub-decisions. But their degree of involvement varies. Some of the 
influence wielded by children appears to be due to changes in family lifestyle. 
Children's direct participation in new car selection may partly be the result of 
families travelling more together for leisure and recreation. This in turn is part 
of a greater emphasis on an active lifestyle in urban nuclear families. The 
reported instances of children exerting considerable influence in association 
with either of the parents are supportive of the findings of Darian (1998). 
The findings of the study suggest that it is not only the wife/husband who is 
involved but all members of the nuclear family seem to be playing their 
respective roles in the purchase decision today. In this context the findings of 
this study indicate that the children exert considerable influence during the 
idea initiation stage in case of two-wheeler, music system, four-wheeler and 
electric mixer. It is interesting to note that children were found to be wielding 
some influence in case of even big-ticket item like two-wheeler and at an 
equal plane with their parents in case of music system. Their influence in case 
of music system was found to be considerable while in case of refrigerator 
and two-wheeler their role was significant. 
186 
CHAPTER 6 
MARKETING STRATEGY IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE 
RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 
6.1 Marketing Implications 
Ideally, a research study in the area of marketing should try to achieve two 
things: 
1. It should broaden the knowledge base in the area of research. This is 
what experts refer as the fundamental or pure research. Primarily pure 
research gives a new direction or expands the existing knowledge in 
that area. This knowledge expansion helps in understanding that 
particular phenomenon in a deeper way and pushes forward the 
frontiers of knowledge. On the basis of this expansion of knowledge a 
number of theories and concepts are developed which may provide 
guidelines and directions in that area for fiiture research. 
2. A good research study in any area of management including marketing 
should endeavour to point out a number of practical implications for 
the practitioners. These implications may help the practitioners to 
come out with certain marketing strategies, which may prove to be 
useful in solving specific marketing problems. This is what we call the 
applied aspect of a research study. 
The present study, when initially conceived had these two aims in mind i.e. 
the results should broaden the existing knowledge base in the area of family 
decision making as far as the purchase of various products and services are 
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concerned and the findings should also provide certain concrete suggestions 
to the practitioners which may help them in developing relevant marketing 
strategies. Though, the present study is primarily academic in nature, yet it 
may trigger a series of further studies by the practitioners themselves, which 
may be helpful in developing marketing strategies in their respective product 
categories. 
During the last three decades or so, many researchers — academics and 
practitioners — have acknowledged the role of family and its influence in 
purchase decision process. It is an established fact that marketers have tried to 
understand the role of different family members in the purchase process from 
time to time and on the basis of this a number of marketing strategies have 
been developed. 
The present research work is also an extension of the twin objectives of pure 
and applied purposes. Though, the present study is limited in its 
generalisability to other products and situations yet the results do suggest 
issues that marketing practitioners should consider when developing 
marketing programmes, especially if the product or service indicates the 
involvement of various family members. 
The areas of marketing in which the findings of this study may help the 
marketers are identified in the following: 
i) Development of promotional campaigns — this may include 
the decision regarding the use of basic advertising theme/appeal 
for specific advertisement, decision regarding the execution 
style of the advertisement, the selection of media and media 
vehicles, decision regarding media scheduling etc. 
ii) Segmenting the market — The second area in which the 
findings of this study may prove to be of help to marketers is in 
segmenting the product market, particularly when the role of 
family members is found to vary in the sub-decision of 
purchase. Segmentation may not be based entirely on the 
involvement of family members but it may be used in 
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conjunction with demographic and psychographic studies of the 
consumers in the product area. 
iii) Product design and development — In case the research 
findings in family decision making point out the dominant role 
of a particular family member, during the stages of the decision 
process, then, further studies focussing on this/these family 
member/s should be undertaken to find out their preferences 
which may be taken as a basis for product designing and 
improvement. Therefore, family decision making studies can be 
used as a prelude for undertaking consumer preference studies. 
In the light of the findings of the present study it is suggested that in order to 
increase the effectiveness of promotional campaigns, marketers must examine 
the relative influence of family members at each stage of the decision making 
process, for each product category under consideration. 
For example, in case of refrigerator and electric mixer — though they are 
considered to be a products of interest to wives — it was observed that she 
wielded dominant influence vis-a-vis idea initiation and final decision, and 
further that she was being actively aided by other family members during the 
information gathering stage. While during the sub-decision pertaining to the 
financial allocation and vendor selection, it is the husband who emerges as the 
dominant player. The interest shown by the children with respect to the brand, 
size and colour adds another dimension to the issue. 
These observations pertaining to refrigerator and electric mixer have 
important implications for the marketers because while designing their 
promotional messages and other elements of the marketing mix, they need to 
perform a delicate balancing act. Product information needs to be placed in 
not only female oriented media sources but also the ones of interest to the 
husband and children too. In this respect TV can be suggested as one of the 
media but care has to be taken that the product should be advertised during 
programmes which are enjoyed by the whole family. 
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Findings suggest that the two-wheeler and four wheeler are now items of 
interest to the entire family. Husband, wife and even children are getting 
involved the purchase of these products which were traditionally thought to 
be in the domain of husband. Thus, gone are the days when targeting the 
husband would have sufficed. For example, significant children participation 
was noticed during the various related sub-decisions. In fact, their influence, 
both unilateral and in association with parents, in deciding on colour, brand 
and type was marked. In case of four-wheeler, the influence wielded by the 
wife — basically in association with other family members— is worth noting. 
Thus, there is a need to tackle the issue by developing two campaigns — one 
stressing husband oriented appeals where the emphasis should be on the store 
dealers' name, location, reputation and the price comparisons; and the other 
family oriented one — which caters to the subtle concerns of the wife and 
children such as type, colour, brand and to some extent cost too. 
As far as music system is concerned, the children need to be targeted. But 
here too care has to be taken by the marketer with respect to the dominant role 
being played by the husband vis-a-vis vendor selection and allocation of 
funds. Thus, the advertisers need to think even beyond "children's 
programmes" so as reach the father too. Targeting them during prime-time 
TV shows can best attain this objective. 
In the Table 6 (a) summarized version of the possible marketing strategies for 
the products under study are given. These strategies are based on the findings 
of the present research. 
190 
1^ fi ;g ^ .S 
.5 1:2 ^ ;§ 
w „ S 1> is 
S " - "S " 
>^ o 3 ^ D. 
iS o w o ^ 
<u ' 5 « '•" 5? 
f i "U-s 
~ 2 !2 3 
u_ "< (U u *-
O u S3 T3 -o 
0 s I te y 
2P 6 r* o c 
C u • : o 
'55 C -K C " 
t« 0 0 ^ O , , 
C " 3 . •" X ) 
^ O 3 « ^ 
1 " "l.s 
0 u .3 *^ 2 
-a u -a ^ 3 
" C 3 -5 o 
J=! .S -5 XI „ 
>> 6 S 2 .a 
1 -71 > -S •« 
•s 
T 3 
3 
n) 
It 
U O "" 
> S -t; " 
o . , c 
U (U U 
.5 (2 '^ 
•| I S to ^  
5 .3 3 
C/3 
— <« 
• - ^ ^ 
3 <-> 
O tH ^ „ - _ 
:3 §• 8 S i 
" >- s S 
U U « Ji *-
t? ? E •" fe 
« g U O M 
<*< 5b __ 3 
C o u ^ 2 
^ .2 «3 -^ S 
§ ^ g ^ '8 
t 2 ' X 3 • " T 3 
I u 3 ft .-a >^  
y s - ^ 3 
3 "• S 1^  -3 • 
»< S ^ E i 
S P I ^ .S -a 
1) 
x> 
3 
o 
3 
3 
XI 
^ fe 
U M 
o p 
oJb 
3 
'1 
1 aj 
•a 
-4-I 
o 
-a 
2 3 o 
H 
_>, 
1 
03 
C; 
T3 
3 
a 
, 3 
e 
^ 3 
o 
X 
w 3 
o 
• * — ' 
03 
a 
3 
-a 
3 
o 
in o 
.a 3 
03 S 
x: 
iJ >^  
^1 
u a 
Is 
3 O 
• 3 U S ^ 3 "^ 
•3 U 
I -
o 
S iJ 
*^ X I 
en u 
^ S 
4-1 
(U O 
1> 
X 
0 0 
3 
> 
O 
a. 
3 
3 
u 
A : 
u 
X 
o 
03 
X 
3 
• O 
00 
<U 
OJ) 
in 
en 
1) 
B 
3 
g 
o 
E 
o 
•d •£ 
u 
in 0 0 
3 3 
_>^  
3 
U 
3 
E 
o 
&. 
o 
-o 
u 
3 
U 
X 
3" 
•2 >. 
— E 
in I 
X 
-^  6 
o 
•o 
3 
ID 
> _ 
« e 03 . 3 
^ cd 
in j : ^ 
'> JJ 
• -a 03 
; .2 s 
1 > u 
; j j •£ 
i 'S -
I to X 
I .S 3 
! i -
i 00 •S 
;.s « 
U 0 0 
o • " 
^ * - in 
3 X 
E 
0 0 
IJ 3 
c S 
u o 
i- -^ 
2 o 
X E 
u o 
^ ^1 
"^  X 
i n • ' 
•O 
3 
3 " •S 2 3 
X 
6.2 Future Research Directions 
As the geographical extent of this study was Hmited to Western Uttar Pradesh, 
India, similar studies in other regions of the country would add both breadth 
and depth to our understanding of the family as a decision making unit. 
Doing research with children is an even newer idea than selling things to 
them. Although quantitative research has its place, creating products and 
marketing messages that appeal to children often requires additional impart. 
This is particularly true for younger children who may have difficulty 
responding to standard survey questions because of communication 
limitations. Researchers and marketers can obtain a more complete picture of 
a child's life and how specific products and services fit into that life by 
watching children in actual consumer settings. Observational research may 
point a richer picture because it functions at "real time" and in "real space" 
(Mc Gee, 1997). One way to observe children is in their own habitat — 
homes, stores, fast-food restaurants, playgrounds etc. Perfectly it should be 
videotaped. Though this type of documentation, children may reveal how 
parental or peer pressure directly or indirectly affects their choice of clothes, 
food, toys, movies etc. even if they are unaware of or are willing to voice such 
influence. 
Understanding the age at which brand names become important may provide 
"the foundation to better predict the evaluative judgements and purchase 
decisions made and influenced by children, as well as the decisions made by 
those children when they become adults" (Hite and Hite, 1994). Thus research 
needs to be undertaken in this area especially in the Indian context. 
Most of the studies, including the present one, are urban centric, where the 
household members earn the income from wage employment. However, for 
agricultural households, especially those in developing countries like India, 
incomes fluctuate widely from year to year. A study in this direction, 
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investigating the dynamics of household consumption decision is therefore 
called for and can yield interesting results for the present day marketer. 
A widely held assumption is that brands purchased by the family will 
continue to be purchased by the children when they become adults. Research 
is needed especially in the direction of whether there is continued parental 
influence on the purchase behaviour of college going children in the Indian 
context. What needs to be investigated is that whether the parents continue to 
hold sway, on their product decisions, or whether their peers start taking the 
place of their parents in purchase influence. The reduction in parental 
influence may indicate an important marketing opportunity. 
In order to fully understand the dynamics of family decision making in India, 
there is a need to consider the impact of personal relationships based on love 
and affection and intimacy, as important sources of individual goals and 
desires that influence joint decisions in families (Park et al. 1991). The 
inclusion of love, affection and intimacy in models of family decision making 
should yield greater insights into the interpersonal dynamics at work in the 
closely knit Indian families during the family decision making process. 
The sub-cultural factor of religion, and the related dimension of religious 
orientation, also has been found to be associated with family decision making 
(Guber, 1991). This aspect needs to be explored in the Indian context. 
Although durable and non-durable purchases encompass a multitude of 
decisions, they have little to do directly with how families manage their 
overall finances or plan other areas of their life. These areas also require 
frequent decision making and thus provide opportunities for differing degrees 
of husband-wife involvement and consequently can be an interesting subject 
of research. 
The home economics literature has long contained a normative but largely 
non-empirical discussion of family financial management. It is also true that 
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studies of durable goods buying, as was the case with this study, frequently 
contain questions relevant to the family budget (e.g., deciding how much to 
spend and when to make the purchase, etc). The view of husband, wife and 
children involvement that emerges when these decisions are "piggybacked" 
onto product decisions must surely be incomplete, however. Decisions to 
spend rather than save or to spend money for a new roof instead of a vacation 
involve "across-producf evaluations that cannot possibly be understood if 
one focuses only on one or two product categories (Davis, 1976). Thus, 
research needs to be undertaken in this direction incorporating a range of 
products. 
Future research needs to consider the relative frequency of consensual versus 
accommodative decision making within families. Moreover, little is known 
about the extent of goal agreement as a function of product category. Each 
spouse can engage in the same consumption behavior for different reasons. 
The diversity of ends that can support the same behavior within families 
needs to be explored. 
In his study McNeal (1998) found that product categories that kids influence 
has increased from 65 to 75 during the last decade. Some of these categories 
are ones children have only recently begun to influence, such as isotonic 
drinks and home computers. This is relatively a virgin field of research in the 
Indian context and thus needs to be explored. 
Children of different sex will likely manifest different types of interaction 
with their parents (Moschis and Mitchell, 1986). Thus, future studies should 
examine the impact of adolescent sex on interactions with parents and its 
consequent impact on family decision making. 
Most of the reported research is US centric. Although many aspects may be 
generalisable to other countries, it is questionable whether families from 
different cultural backgrounds function similarly. Cross-cultural studies in 
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family decision making have not been actively pursued, although such studies 
are required for the determination of generalisable principles. 
Given the heterogeneous ethnicity found within India, as well as different 
levels of economic development, additional replicative and extension efforts 
will be necessary to "paint" a more complete picture of family decision 
making. 
With the rich diversity in cultures present in India, the family structures also 
vary. Thus, there is a need to examine these differing family structures too. 
This type of exploratory research is necessary to provide the impetus for 
future studies that can provide additional information about the complex 
nature of the Indian culture and the mechanics at work during the family 
decision making process. 
The self-selected nature of the sample may have biased the results; efforts to 
obtain a random sample should be made. This may prove to be of help in 
generalisability of results. 
Given that the family (including the extended family— though not included in 
this research) is a central component in Indian society, future research may 
wish to involve the extended family influencers in an effort to create a more 
complete picture of family purchase decision making within the Indian 
culture. 
The body of research pertaining to family decision-making, as it presently 
exists, appears to be fragmented. Though a multitude of concepts relating to 
family decision-making have been investigated, unfortunately, there has been 
little attempt as of yet to integrate these related lines of research. Family 
decision-making research will be significantly furthered if the relationships 
between constructs such as roles, family power, influence, participation, etc. 
are clarified, and phenomena attributed to each are identified. 
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Most husband/wife influence studies classify family consumption decisions as 
husband-dominated, wife-dominated, joint (i.e. equal or syncratic) and 
autonomic (i.e. unilateral) (Herbst, 1952; Davis and Rigaux, 1974; Lavin, 
1985; and Corfrnan, 1991). But studies have found that such influence is fluid 
and likely to shift, depending on the specific product or service, the family 
role structure orientation, and the specific stage in the decision making 
process. These factors also are mediated by changing lifestyles, particularly 
the changes in family lifestyle options associated with women working 
outside of the home, later marriages, starting families at a later age and 
changes in de facto relationships. The roles of husband, wife and children are 
fluid and continuously change with time. With these changes there is also a 
continuous change of their involvement in purchasing decisions. All these 
changes quickly make empirical work obsolete (Assael, 1987; and Engel et al. 
1990). So the behaviour of husband wife and children as consumers has to be 
studied regularly to fmd out the main decision makers within the family. 
Further, the marketers need to be alert to how shifting family roles may be 
affecting the composition of their target markets in order to make timely 
adjustments to their marketing strategies. Thus, there is a need for ongoing 
research in this direction. 
The extant research fails to describe all of the important structural 
arrangements that families involving two or more persons can adopt. In 
particular, "husband dominant," "wife dominant," and "autonomic" all refer 
to a structural arrangement in which only one individual is involved. 
Interestingly, only the syncratic category allows for interaction between two 
individuals or more. In addition, the manner in which these individuals are 
organized structurally is completely ignored. Though this study has made an 
attempt to take into account he influence wielded by husband, wife and at 
least two children in the family yet, there is a need for further research to 
unravel the family dynamics. 
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APPENDIX I 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Dear Respondent, 
You have been chosen as a distinguished participant in this survey designed to study the 
process of purchase decision making in the famihes in urban India. Since your name 
will not be asked, be very frank in your responses. Your cooperation in this regard is 
highly sohcited. 
Thanks 
1. Given below is a list of products and respective purchase related activities. Please 
indicate your level of involvement during each stage by putting a (^) in appropriate 
column. 
Highly Involved (HI) Moderately Involved (Ml) Not Involved (NI) 
S.No. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Product Category 
Refrigerator 
2-Wheeler (m-cycle, 
moped etc.) 
Music System/Stereo 
4-Wheeler (Car, Van, 
Jeep, etc.) 
Electric Mixer/Grinder 
Initial Idea for 
purchasing 
the product 
H I M I NI 
Efforts in 
collecting 
information 
before 
purchase 
H I M I N I 
Final decision 
for purchasing 
the product 
H I M I NI 
2. Please (^) against the appropriate category of purchase factors for each product indicating 
your involvement: 
1) Refrigerator 
S.No. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Decision Statement 
Decision regarding amount to be 
spent 
Decision regarding when to 
purchase 
Decision regarding brand to 
purchase 
Decision regarding size (large, 
medium, small) 
Decision regarding color 
Decision regarding outlet (dealer) 
Level of Involvement 
HI Ml NI 
Highly Involved (HI) Moderately Involved (Ml) 
2) Two Wheeler 
S.No. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Decision Statement 
Decision regarding amount to be spent 
Decision regarding when to purchase 
Decision regarding brand 
Decision regarding type (eg. scooter, 
motorcycle) 
Decision regarding color 
Decision regarding outlet (dealer) 
3) Music System/Stereo 
S.No. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Decision Statement 
Decision regarding amount to be spent 
Decision regarding when to purchase 
Decision regarding brand 
Decision regarding model 
Decision regarding outlet (dealer) 
4) Four Wheeler 
S.No. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Decision Statement 
Decision regarding amount to be spent 
Decision regarding when to purchase 
Decision regarding brand 
Decision regarding type ( e.g. Car, Van, 
Jeep) 
Decision regarding color 
Decision regarding outlet (dealer) 
Not Involved (Nl) 
Level of Involvement 
HI Ml Nl 
HI Ml Nl 
HI Ml Nl 
5) Electric Mixer/Grinder 
S.No. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Decision Statement 
Decision regarding amount to be spent 
Decision regarding when to purchase 
Decision regarding brand 
Decision regarding outlet (dealer) 
HI Ml Nl 
3. Please provide the following information: 
Fill in the 
cells below 
i 
1 Your Sex {PI. write Mfor Male and Ffor Female) 
2 Your age years 
3 Your profession 
(e.g. House Wife, Teacher, Lawyer, Engineer, Doctor, Police Officer, 
Businessman/ Businesswoman, Govt. Employee, Bank Manager etc.) 
4 Your highest academic degree 
(e.g. Metric, BA, MA, B.Ed., MBBS, Engineering, PhD, etc.) 
5 Your income (per month) Rs. 
APPENDIX II 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. 3 { c 2 n f ^ ^Sf^ (HI ) WHF^ -^^ (Ml) 3T^?rfrI (N l ) 
ibU 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
c|>kj, cA ^ 
f^vjl 
^ 
4,M16iJI cjl^H 
w^lulch ImxLH /'i-tMU) 
ufk) 
RuleTl cbl JJI^ ^d !^ 
HI 
iJ^kH 
^l>!l*=Hci 
Ml 
f^  
Nl H 
\ \ 
Ml ISD 
^ Oi \ 
cb va^jic^^ 
H Ml Nl 
cpT f^mn dJii45>i ^ ^ I 
1. fiiul 
cbtl' 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
Pjulij ^ cf^ apT 
^•c) cbl u iH cjidl tJH>!ll^l M^ l Hul i i 
^^'^^ VJII^ cfi >dHi| chi Pjujij 
xy^^ ullA c^  fjl-^ *1 Piujij 
(s f^ , f^TEzr, w l e i ) 
x!J| chl Piufij 
(clfhcll >{^  NHsil-fejcl HuliJ 
>^)r^ cbi >ki^ 
HI Ml Nl 
2. 
cb^'C 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
3,Ml6iji ctie-i 
Piul i j cPT cfJSR 
x^T^ CJTI U I H cllell tJHvilRl Mx! P|u)i| 
id^^ u l l ^ cfi >HHi| cbl Piu^il 
^ ^ ^ Mll^ ci^  5H\^  cbl Rul i j 
HcMx! cM Piu[ i i , 
{<J\^ i<iHLi Hie>! ^HI^ |chc^) 
? ^ cf^T P|uli| 
Rlfhcll >9 'Hsil'tlcl Huii^ 
'?n|-c< cf^ l t d ^ 
H Ml Nl 
3. 
^ 0 
1, 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
^ N < t i R l ' W M / ^W<[ 
Piuj i j cfTT cpapT 
>ai^ <^ VJII^ cJldl tUxi i l^ i M>! H u l i j 
>l5l>?l^  ^Jll^ cli >HHi| chl f^ujii 
>a'^<^ VJII-^ ch f t i ^ ct7| (^u{ i | 
^Id'^^ u l l ^ ci^  Hl^^d ct^ l PiuJiJ, 
Mf^dl t l iUl-^^ H^]^ 
>{nN cf,| ^ ^ 
HI Ml 
• 
Nl 
4. Wi ^{l^\ cji^H ^^>R^  < i^ >w>( 
cpO^( 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
1 P)ufij cfTT cf jsn 
^ cf?r ^;1l^ cjleil tJH^ll^l M>! P l ^ k 
>!si^^ sj\\^ ^ >HHi| chl Pjuli) 
y ^ ^ VJII^ cfi f l l ^ ct>| Rufi i 
T^ T ^ Pl^liJ 
Mjbcll >(-1 ^6||'fej<i Rujq 
HI Ml Nl 
5. 
CJ5>H0 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
f^ulc^ c l^ f ^chMVi^ i^^^ 
Piu|i| T^ cpSR 
xaxl ch"] ulM clldl tH>itR| M^ ; l^ulij 
^y^^l^ u l l^ c^  >HMi^  c|>| Piujq 
<<i^^ ^J\\^ <^ fiU Chi 9\^\H 
Rfhcll >H >H6||'fe^ cl Hui i l 
^ m chi >w^ 
HI Ml Nl 
3. c^^mr PlHfelRyd J^JEHT '^\f^ 
1. 31IMcbl feJJ! (cbMiJI i^ >5nt| cf^  f ^ i l M ^ 1 ^ ! >epil 4i f ^ i ^ F f^^l^) 
• 
2. ajNc^n 3Tr5 H) 
3. ;iim<:hl oijci'^iii, (JjIBuil, cichld, ^uVlO, ^^ 10 i]kH>H ^l t l<^ |^ 
<^McJV|i^  cbH-cJKl, filch H-^Ksii, ^c^ll4) 
4. 3^ IMc|?| >HC|1T;C| ^)f$|cb i jVi ld l -
( u l ^ - ^l^'W^^d, dlU'^U, liHOi^ U, 6llOl^ ^^U, l^H04l0^0l^>H0, 
5. 
r\ (-X 
^IMchl ^iRlch iMIil '^iMil 
